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BRUCELLOSIS ERADICATION 


MONDAY, MARCH 7, 1960 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMoprry SUBCOMMITTER ON Dairy AND POULTRY 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:05 p.m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, Hon. Lester R. Johnson (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Johnson, Abernethy, Thompson, Hagen, 
Coad, Levering, Stubblefield, McIntire, Dixon, Pirnie, and Quie. 

Also present: Hyde H. Murray, assistant clerk, and John Heim- 
burger, counsel. 

Mr. Jounson. While we are waiting, I have a letter to Congress- 
man Ed Willis from the Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation, Inc., 
signed by Mr. Lovell, in support of House Joint Resolution 619. 
[ would like to insert it into the record at the end of the hearings. 

Also, I have a letter from Congressman Staggers, and a letter from 
Congressman Tom Steed, in which he includes a telegram from Jack 
M. Cornelius, Jr., president of the Oklahoma State Board of Agri- 
culture. 

Here is a letter from _ American National Cattlemen’s Associa- 
tion. They are not for or against the resolutions. 

The « ‘committe e will ten ise come to order. 

I will now ask permission to include at the end of the record the 
letters that have been received by me as chairman. Do any other 
members of the committee have any letters they wish to file at this 
time / 

If there is no objection, I will ask unanimous consent that any 
letters that come in on this may be filed at the end of the record. 

So carried. 

This is a hearing on House Joint Resolution 619 introduced by Mr. 
MeSween, House Joint Resolution 641 introduced by Mrs. Pfost, and 
House Joint Resolution 642 introduced by Mr. Hechler, which will 
be inserted in the record at this point, together with the report by 
the Department of Agriculture. 

(The resolutions and re port referred to follow :) 


[H.J. Res. 619, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


JOINT RESOLUTION To further reduce the incidence of brucellosis by providing Federal 
support to complete nationwide certification and proceed toward the eradication of 
brucellosis under the brucellosis eradication program 


Whereas the Eighty-third and the Bighty-fourth Congresses indicated that it 
is the policy of the United States Congress to accelerate the brucellosis eradica- 
tion program by increasing the Federal support of the cooperative State-Federal 
brucellosis eradication program, and 
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Whereas the increased support was made available by an authorization to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to utilize funds available to him in the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and 

Whereas this authority was withdrawn due to increased appropriations in the 
appropriation acts to the Department for the conduct of this program, and 

Whereas remarkable progress toward the goal of elimination of brucellosis 
from the cattle of the United States was achieved during the first five years of 
the accelerated program, as evidenced by the fact that during this period a total 
of one thousand three hundred and twenty-six counties, including twenty-one 
complete States, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands qualified as modified 
certified brucellosis areas, which means that the infection has been reduced to q 
level of not more than 1 per centum of the cattle and 5 per centum of the herds, 
and 

Whereas the incidence of brucellosis in man has been reduced from one thousand 
eight hundred and twenty-three cases reported in 1954 to seven hundred and 
twenty-one cases reported in 1959, and thereby eliminated unnecessary human 
suffering, and 

Whereas the State and Federal support for the program during fiscal year 1959 
made it possible to meet the service requirements necessary to advance the 
program in an efficient and effective manner, and 

Whereas at the 1959 level it was estimated that the entire country could have 
attained modified certified status by 1965, and 

Whereas the financial support from the Federal and State Governments for 
1960 has been reduced to a level where drastic curtailment of many essential 
aspects of the program has been necessary, and 

Whereas the reduced level of State and Federal support for the brucellosis 
eradication program has brought about a curtailment of the progress being 
achieved, as evidenced by the fact that there are now more than two hundred 
counties eligible to begin working for area certification, which cannot be under- 
taken because of the lack of funds and because as of February 1, 1960, there were 
only three hundred and twenty-two active area work counties as compared to 
five hundred and forty-four such counties at the same date last year, and 

Whereas for lack of funds the level of calf vaccination has been reduced sig- 
nificantly in many areas, which will endanger the achievements of the program 
in the future unless corrected, and 

Whereas it has been estimated that at the current level of support complete 
nationwide certification status cannot be achieved before 1974, and 

Whereas this nine-year delay will require the expenditure of approximately 
$230,000,000 more to qualify the entire country for certification than would have 
been necessary if the work could have been continued at the 1959 level: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, since it is urgent that Federal support 
for the brucellosis eradication program be maintained at a level which will make 
possible the most economical program achievements, there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated $20,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and $22,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and each of the four succeeding fiscal 
years. 


[H.J. Res. 642, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


JOINT RESOLUTION To further reduce the incidence of brusellosis by providing Federal 
support to complete nationwide certification and proceed toward the eradication of 
brucellosis under the brucellosis eradication program 


Whereas the Fighty-third and the Fighty-fourth Congresses indicated that it is 
the policy of the United States Congress to accelerate the brucellosis eradi- 
cation program by increasing the Federal support of the cooperative State 
Federal brucellosis eradication program, and 

Whereas the increased support was made available by an authorization to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to utilize funds available to him in the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and 

Whereas this authority was withdrawn due to increased appropriations in the 
appropriation acts to the Department for the conduct of this program, and 

Whereas remarkable progress toward the goal of elimination of brucellosis from 
the cattle of the United States was achieved during the first five years of 
the accelerated program, as evidenced by the fact that during this period a 
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total of one thousand three hundred and twenty-six counties, including 
twenty-one complete States, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands qualified 
as modified certified brucellosis areas, which means that the infection has 
been reduced to a level of not more than 1 per centum of the cattle and 5 per 
centum of the herds, and 

Whereas the incidence of brucellosis in man has been reduced from one thou- 
sand eight hundred and twenty-three cases reported in 1954 to seven hundred 
and twenty-one cases reported in 1959, and thereby eliminated unnecessary 
human suffering, and 

Whereas the State and Federal support for the program during fiscal year 1959 
made it possible to meet the service requirements necessary to advance the 
program in an efficient and effective manner, and 

Whereas at the 1959 level it was estimated that the entire country could have at- 
tained modified certified status by 1965, and 

Whereas the financial support from the Federal and State Governments for 1960 
has been reduced to a level where drastic curtailment of many essential as- 
pects of the program has been necessary, and 

Whereas the reduced level of State and Federal support for the brucellosis eradi- 
cation program has brought about a curtailment of the progress being 
achieved, as evidenced by the fact that there are now more than two hun- 
dred counties eligible to begin working for area certification, which cannot 
be undertaken because of the lack of funds and because as of February 1, 
1960, there were only three hundred and twenty-two active area work coun- 
ties as compared to five hundred and forty-four such counties at the same 
date last year, and 

Whereas for lack of funds the level of calf vaccination has been reduced signifi- 
cantly in many areas, which will endanger the achievements of the pro- 
gram in the future unless corrected, and 

Whereas it has been estimated that at the current level of support complete na- 
tionwide certification status cannot be achieved before 1974, and 

Whereas this nine-year delay will require the expenditure of approximately 
$230,000,000 more to qualify the entire country for certification than would 
have been necessary if the work could have been continued at the 1959 level : 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That, since it is urgent that Federal support 

for the brucellosis eradication program be maintained at a level which will make 

possible the most economical program achievements, there is hereby authorized 

to be appropriated $20,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and $22 


et 


000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and each of the four succeeding 
fiseal years. 
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[H.J. Res. 642, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


JOINT RESOLUTION To further reduce the incidence of brucellosis by providing Federal 
support to complete nationwide certification and proceed toward the eradication of 
brucellosis under the brucellosis eradication program 


Whereas the BRighty-third and the HKighty-fourth Congresses indicated that it is 
the policy of the United States Congress to accelerate the brucellosis eradica- 
tion program by increasing the Federal support of the cooperative State- 
Federal brucellosis eradication program, and 

Whereas the increased support was made available by an authorization to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to utilize funds available to him in the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, and 

Whereas this authority was withdrawn due to increased appropriations in the 
appropriation acts to the Department for the conduct of this program, and 

Whereas remarkable progress toward the goal of elimination of brucellosis from 
the cattle of the United States was achieved during the first five years of the 
accelerated program, as evidenced by the fact that during this period a total of 
one thousand three hundred and twenty-six counties, including twenty-one 
complete States, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands qualified as modified certi- 
fied brucellosis areas, which means that the infection has been reduced to a 
level of not more than 1 per centum of the cattle and 5 per centum of the herds, 
and 

Whereas the incidence of brucellosis in man has been reduced from one thousand 
eight hundred and twenty-three cases reported in 1954 to seven hundred and 
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twenty-one cases reported in 1959, and thereby eliminated unnecessary human 
suffering, and 

Whereas the State and Federal support for the program during fiscal year 1959 
made it possible to meet the service requirements necessary to advance the 
program in an efficient and effective manner, and 

Whereas at the 1959 level is was estimated that the entire country could haye 
attained modified certified status by 1965, and 

Whereas the financial support from the Federal and State Governments for 1960 
has been reduced to a level where drastic curtailment of many essential aspects 
of the program has been necessary, and 

Whereas the reduced level of State and Federal support for the brucellosis eradi- 
cation program has brought about a curtailment of the progress being achieved, 
as evidenced by the fact that there are now more than two hundred counties 
eligible to begin working for area certification, which cannot be undertaken 
because of the lack of funds and because as of February 1, 1960, there were 
only three hundred and twenty-two active area work counties as compared to 
five hundred and forty-four such counties at the same date last year, and 

Whereas for lack of funds the level of calf vaccination has been reduced signif- 
cantly in many areas, which will endanger the achievements of the program in 
the future unless corrected, and 
Whereas it has been estimated that at the current level of support complete 
nationwide certification status cannot be achieved before 1974, and 

Whereas this nine-year delay will require the expenditure of approximately 
$230,000,000 more to qualify the entire country for certification than would 
have been necessary if the work could have been continued at the 1959 level: 
Now, therefore, be it 
Resolwed by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That, since it is urgent that Federal support for 

the brucellosis eradication program be maintained at a level which will make 

possible the most economical program achievements, there is hereby authorized to 

be appropriated $20,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and $22,000,000 

for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and each of the four succeeding fiscal 

years. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., March 4, 1960. 
Hon. Haroitp D. Coorry, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLey: This is in reply to your request of February 19, 
for a report on House Joint Resolution 619, a resolution to further reduce the 
incidence of brucellosis by providing Federal support to complete nationwide 
certification and proceed toward the eradication of brucellosis under the brucel- 
losis eradication program. 

This Department recommends against the enactment of the House Joint 
Resolution 619. 

The resolution urges that Federal support for the brucellosis eradication 
be maintained at a level which will make possible the most economical program 
achievements. It also authorizes an appropriation of $20 million for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1960, and $22 million for the next 5 fiscal years. 

We are in full accord with the objectives of House Joint Resolution 619, 
but have recommended against its enactment since we believe that funds for 
this work should be provided by the regular budgetary process. 

The President’s budget recommends $15,477,000 for Federal participation in 
the brucellosis work for 1961. This is approximately the same amount as was 
proposed last year ; however, you will recall that Congress added $1,250,000 over 
the budget request. 

Progress in the calendar years 1958 and 1959 has been rather significant 
Since we last reported to the Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee on February 27, 
1958, 14 additional States and the Virgin Islands have qualified as modified- 
certified brucellosis areas, which means that infection has been reduced to not 
more than 1 percent of the cattle and not more than 5 percent of the herds. To 
date. 24 States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands have achieved this status, 
and 1,848 of our 3,152 counties are certified, 

As previously stated, the budget provides $15,477,000 for brucellosis eradication 
in 1961. which should allow the work to proceed at a reasonable rate. In the 
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eurrent fiscal year, the States are contributing $14,958,000 toward this joint 
effort. Thus, the total program anticipated in 1961 is estimated at approxi- 
mately $30 million. 
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


Mr. Jounson. The first witness is the author of the first resolution, 
Congressman MecSween, a member of the House Committee on Agri- 
culture. He has a short statement to make, and he may give it at 
this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD B. McSWEEN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE EIGHTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. McSween. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for calling this 
hearing and giving me the opportunity to discuss the brucellosis pro- 
gram. “With | your permission, I would like to read to you the contents 
of this resolution, House Joint Resolution 619: 


To further reduce the incidence of brucellosis by providing Federal support 
to complete nationwide certification and proceed toward the eradication of 
brucellosis under the brucellosis eradication program. 

Whereas the Eighty-third and the Eighty-fourth Congresses indicated that it 
is the policy of the United States Congress to accelerate the brucellosis eradica- 
tion program by increasing the Federal support of the cooperative State-lederal 
brucellosis eradication program; and 

Whereas the increased support was made available by an authorization to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to utilize funds available to him in the Commodity 
Credit Corporation ; and 

Whereas this authority was withdrawn due to increased appropriations in 
the appropriation acts to the Department for the conduct of this program; 
and 

Whereas remarkable progress toward the goal of elimination of brucellosis 
from the cattle of the United States was achieved during the first five years of the 
accelerated program, as evidenced by the fact that during this period a total 
of one thousand three hundred and twenty-six counties, including twenty-one 
complete States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands qualified as modified certified 
brucellosis areas, which means that the infection has been reduced to a level 
of not more than 1 per centum of the cattle and 5 per centum of the herds; and 

Whereas the incidence of brucellosis in man has been reduced from one thou- 
sand eight hundred and twenty-three cases reported in 1954 to seven hundred 
and twenty-one cases reported in 1959, and thereby eliminated unnecessary 
human suffering : and 

Whereas the State and Federal support for the program during fiscal year 
1959 made it possible to meet the service requirements necessary to advance 
the program in an efficient and effective manner ; and 

Whereas at the 1959 level it was estimated that the entire country could have 
attained modified certified status by 1965 ; and 

Whereas the financial support from the Federal and State Governments for 
1960 has been reduced to a level where drastic curtailment of many essential 
aspects of the program has been necessary ; and 

Whereas the reduced level of State and Federal support for the brucellosis 
eradication program has brought about a curtailment of the progress being 
achieved, as evidenced by the fact that there are now more than two hundred 
counties eligible to begin working for area certification, which cannot be under- 
taken because of the lack of funds and because as of February 1, 1960, there 
were only three hundred and twenty-two active area work counties as compared 
to five hundred and forty-four such counties at the same date last year; and 

Whereas for lack of funds the level of calf vaccination has been reduced 
significantly in many areas, which will endanger the achievements of the pro- 
gram in the future unless corrected ; and 
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Whereas it has been estimated that at the current level of support complete 
nationwide certification status cannot be achieved before 1974; and 

Whereas this nine-year delay will require the expenditure of approximately 
$230,000,000 more to qualify the entire country for certification than would have 
been necessary if the work could have been continued at the 1959 level: Now 
therefore, be it : 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, since it is urgent that Federal support for 
the brucellosis eradication program be maintained at a level which will make 
possible the most economical program achievements, there is hereby authorizeq 
to be appropriated $20,000,000 for fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and $22,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and each of the four succeeding fisea) 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the resolution provides an appropria- 
tion for $20 million in fiscal year 1960 and $22 million annually in 
each of the 5 succeeding fiscal years to accelerate the rate of progress 
being made toward eradicating brucellosis. 

Though the resolution does not guarantee that additional Federal 
funds will be available for the brucellosis eradication program, it 
does, I think, effectively point up the need for additional brucellosis 
work. If the resolution is passed, I believe the Appropriations Com- 
mittee will provide the additional funds in the amount of money 
needed to expedite in the most economical manner the program estab- 
lished by the Congress in 1955. 

Federal appropriations and funds are less than for any year since 
this accelerated program was established. Approximately $16,250, 
000 were appropriated for fiscal 1960 as compared to approximately 
$24 million in fiscal 1958, a year in which the rate of Federal appro- 
yriation was the greatest. Im 1959 the Federal appropriation for 
Seeniileaie eradication was approximately $20.5 million, or $4,225,000 
more than is available for fiscal year 1960. 

State funds for brucellosis work have been the highest when Fed- 
era] funds were the highest. With the reductions in Federal funds 
in the last 2 years, State funds have also been reduced. As a result 
of the reductions in Federal and State funds, there has been a very 
serious cutback in the rate of progress toward controlling brucellosis, 
and in the resolution I have attempted to point out in detail the facts 
that I think justify an increase in the rate of Federal support for the 
brucellosis eradication program. 

I do not criticize the Appropriations Committee or the Congress 
for reduced Federal support. In fact, the Congress appropriated 
$1,250,000 more than the Department of Agriculture or the Bureau of 
the Budget requested for 1960. 

I cannot understand the logic of the Department’s request for re- 
duction in the brucellosis eradication program, particularly since it is 
inevitable that a reduced level of support will postpone the achieve- 
ment of the program’s goal set forth by Congress in 1955 and will 
require the expenditure, over an unnecessarily long period of years, of 
more than $200 million than would have been required under the 
program envisioned by the Congress. 

I sincerely hope, after this committee has heard testimony with 
respect to the brucellosis eradication program, you will recommend to 
the full committee the passage of House Joint Resolution 619. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to read my short 
statement, and also read the resolution. 
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I would like to say in conclusion that this is simply an instance of 
slowing down an accelerated program when you are right in the 
middle of it, and by slowing down we will find that our progress will 
be reduced, and the overall cost, as provided in the resolution, will be 
larger in the longrun. Thank you very much. 

If there are any questions, I would be very happy to try and answer 
them. : 

Mr. Jounson. Does any member have any questions ? 

Mr. Dixon. 

Mr. Dixon. As I understand it, if you had about $22 million a year, 
roughly, you could eradicate the disease by 1966; is that right? 

Mr. McSween. Yes, Dr. Dixon; and if we operate at the reduced 
level—— sala 

Mr. Drxon. It will take until 1974 on this reduced appropriation ‘ 

Mr. McSween. That isthe estimate; yes, sir. 

Mr. Dixon. That is $16 million that you are getting now; is that 
right 

Mr. McSween. For the current fiscal year, $16,250,000 was ap- 
propriated. 2 

Mr. Dixon. Now, it will take to 1974 at that rate to certificate every 
State! 

Mr. McSween. That is right. 

Mr. Drxon. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that it is uneconomical 
economy where we have a disease that is almost stamped out and then 
eut the funds to the point where it will be allowed to spread again 
and undo the investment we have already made. 

Mr. Jonunson. I agree with you. That is one reason why I called 
this hearing. 

I want to state, and I think the beginning of the record does show 
that we are not only holding hearings on House Joint Resolution 
619 but we are also holding hearings on House Joint Resolution 641 
by Gracie Pfost and House Joint Resolution 642 by Congressman 
Hechler. 

Mr. Dixon. Mr. Chairman, are they all alike ? 

Mr. Jounson. They are all identical, I believe. I have not read 
all three, but they are identical. 

Are there any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Srvuseverretp. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say that 
Kentucky has 120 counties in the State and we are about 80 percent 
cleaned up, and it certainly would be small capacity to drop this thing 
and then have to start all over again, because it has been a long 
path. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Congressman McSween. If you care 
to do so we will be glad to have you come up here and sit with the 
committee as a member of the overall committee. 

Mr. McSween. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonunxson. The next witness is Dr. M. R. Clarkson, of the Ag- 
ricultural Research Service. Will you please introduce the gentle- 
men vou have with you? 

Dr. Crarxson. Yes. On my left is Dr. C. D. Van Houweling, As- 
sistant Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service, and on 
my right is Dr. R... Anderson, who is the Director of the Animal 
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Disease Eradication Division, and in whose Division this problem 
falls. 

Mr. Jonnson. I might say, before you start testifying, there is q 
Department report to Congressman Cooley which should be made a 
part of the record, showing the Department's position on the legis- 
lation. 

You may proceed, Dr. Clarkson. 


STATEMENT OF M. R. CLARKSON, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR, 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI. 
CULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY C. D. VAN HOUWELING, ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE, AND R. J, 
ANDERSON, DIRECTOR, ANIMAL DISEASE ERADICATION DIVI. 
SION, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 


Dr. Ciarkson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

We appreciate the opportunity you have afforded us to discuss 
House Joint Resolution 619. The resolution urges that Federal] sup- 
port for brucellosis eradication be maintained at a level which would 
make possible the most economical program achievement. It would 
authorize an appropriation of $20 million for 1960 fiseal year and $22 
million for the following 5 fiscal years. 

The Department of Agriculture is in full accord with the objectives 
of the House joint resolution. However, we do not recommend its 
enactment. The Department now has legislative authority for the 
brucellosis eradication program, and funds are provided through the 
regular budget process. 

A copy of the Department’s report has been filed with the committee, 
as the chairman has just stated. 

In fiscal year 1955 an accelerated program was undertaken under 
section 204(e), title IT, of the act of August 28, 1954, which authorized 
annual transfers of funds from the Commodity Credit Corporation to 
finance an accelerated program. Since fiscal year 1959 Federal par- 
ticipation in the program has been provided in nal ar appropria- 
tions tothe Agricultural Research Service. 

Progress in the calendar years 1958 and 1959 has been rather sig- 
nificant. Since we last reported to the Dairy and Poultry Subcom- 
mittee on February 27, 1958, 14 additional States and the Virgin 
Islands have qualified as modified-certified brucellosis areas. 

Mr. Jonnson. May I interrupt you at this point? 

Dr. CLarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Could you put in the record the States which have 
been certified ? 

Dr. Clarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. At this point. 

Mr. Levertne. I wonder if he could announce it at this point. 

Dr. CLarKson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. Could you put it in the record—announce it and put 
it in the record at this point / 

Dr. CLarkson. Yes, sir. May I make just one more statement here 
and then insert it at the end of this paragraph ¢ 
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Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Dr. Ciarkson. This means that infection has been reduced to 
less than 1 percent of:the cattle and not more than 5 percent of the 
herds, ; age 

As of December 31, 1959, 24 States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands have achieved this ‘status. The States are as follows: Ari- 
zona, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, ee Maryland, Massachu- 
setts, Michigan, Minnesota, Nev ada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, ‘Tennessee, Utah, Vermont, Washington, West Vir- 
ginia, and Wisconsin. 

A total of 1,825, or nearly 60 percent of the counties in the coun- 
try, are now certified. That includes the counties in those 24 States 
and in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, as stated. 

Mr. Jounson. The States you just mentioned are included in that 
1,825 ! 

Dr. CLARKSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. That is not extra, besides that ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. No, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. How many counties would that leave if you took 
the counties out of the States that are already certified ? 

Dr. CLarKsoN. We do not seem to have that figure available. 

Mr. Jounson. If you get it, will you include it at this point ? 

Dr. CLarkson. Yes, sir; we will get it. 

There are 685 certified counties in States not certified and 1,140 
certified counties in certified States. 

In fiseal year 1959, 436 counties achieved modified-certified status 
as compared with 490 counties in 1958. Work is now in progress in 
an additional 327 counties. The fiscal year 1959 marked the first 
time that the omeninadien brucellosis program was operating on an 
area basis in all States. 

There is $15,477,000 in the budget for the brucellosis program in 
1961, which should provide for continued progress toward eventual 
eradication of the disease. In the current fiscal year the States are 
contributing $14,958,000 toward this joint effort. Thus, the total 
program anticipated is in excess of $30 million. 

It is noteworthy that during the last areawide test no reactors 
were found in 157 of the 1,825 counties which had reached the modi- 
fied-certified status, indicating that the program is moving toward 
the eventual goal of complete eradication. 

The blood testing of 14 million cattle in almost 1 million herds 
during 1959 revealed 1.5 percent reactor cattle and 8.2 percent re- 
actor herds compared with 1.6 percent and 9.2 percent, respectively, 
in the previous year 1958. This reduction in infection is espec ially 
significant as much of the 1959 blood testing was restricted to dairy 
herds showing brucellosis-suspicious milk ring test results. 

Applying the ring test to composite Babcock samples of milk taken 
at marketing centers has proved a reliable and economic procedure in 
locating Brucella infection in dair y herds. During the year a num- 
ber of additional States have modified their ring-testing programs 


bringing to a total of 26 States making use of the Babcock sampling 
procedure. 
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During the fiscal year 1959 nearly 1,697,000 herds of cattle were 
checked for infection using the ring-test method. Of these, 6.1 per- 
cent reacted as suspicious to the test as compared with a 9.4 percent 
in fiseal year 1958. 

I should interpolate here, Mr. Chairman, to say that through this 
device we are able to pinpoint the probable infected herds and to con- 
centrate the blood testing more precisely on those herds where reactors 
are most likely to show up. 

In lieu of the widescale testing of individual beef herds, a new pro- 
cedure is being introduced whereby blood samples are taken at 
slaughtering establishments as a means of screening range and semi- 
range herds for evidence of brucellosis. This procedure is proving 
useful in maintaining the modified-certitied status of range areas, As 
cull and dry cows move to market their identity is maintained and the 
results of blood tests conducted at the time of slaughter are evedited 
back to the respective States, counties, and herds of origin. Under 
this procedure it is necessary to blood test only those herds showing 
evidence of infection. It is anticipated that this aid to certification 
will be widely adopted during the current year. 

Mr. Chairman, this completes my statement. We will be glad to 
answer any questions you or other members of the committee may 
have. : 

Mr. Jounson. I will recognize Mr. McIntire. 

Mr. McIntire. Dr. Clarkson, is it appropriate to draw a conclusion 
from your statement that the changed techniques which you have 
developed and the place at which you are making an inspection is 
resulting in a more concentrated use of the funds that are available by 
applying them to the actual infected herds? 

Dr. Crarxson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. Are you getting as much coverage in actual testing 
today with the sums of money available to you in fiseal 1960 as you got 
by using other techniques in your fiscal year of 1957 or 1956? 

“Dr. Crarkson. Congressman McIntire, we are not getting as many 
tests done per dollar because costs of all kinds have gone up, The 
level of infection in many States has been substantially reduced. 
With these techniques we concentrate the testing in the areas where 
infection is most likely to be found. We are getting more per dollar 
than we would otherwise. 

I find it hard to relate that to what we were doing some years ago 
with a different disease situation confronting us. The level of disease 
was higher in those days than it is now, in most areas. 

Mr. Jounson. Gentlemen, I think with that quorum call, we will 
have to adjourn and come back. 

We will recess and come back. and I hope you will be here when we 
return. 

Dr. Cuarkson. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, we will stay here. 

(Short recess taken.) 

Mr. Jounson. The committee will please come to order. 

All right, Mr. McIntire. 

Mr. McIntire. I think Dr. Clarkson had finished his answer to 
the point that I was making, but I would like to ask another question, 
Dr. Clarkson. 
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Is my understanding correct that the pending legislation does not 
have any authorization as to ceilings? 

Dr. CLarKson. That is correct. 

Mr. McIntire. And what we are discussing here basically is whether 
or not the recommendations as presented in the budget are going to 
give us a program which cleans up brucellosis as fast as might a pro- 
gram built on higher appropriations. This is basically a matter of 
money ¢ 

Dr. CLARKSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. But the money is not essentially just a matter of 
Federal money, because the degree of acceleration or the speed by 
which we are getting this job done is related not only to Federal 
money but also to State money. It is also related to the total coopera- 
tive effort on the part of the owners of livestock, the State agencies, 
and the Federal agency. 

Dr. CLarkson. That is correct. 

Mr. Jounson. Do vou have any questions, Mr. Quie? 

Mr. Qute. Yes. Is the biggest difficulty in clearing up brucellosis 
of the beef herds in the range area? Is this more difficult than the 
dairy areas of the country ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. No, sir; I would not say so. It is a different prob- 
lem from the one that confronts the people in the dairy States. But 
it is becoming an intertwined problem more and more as beef cattle 
are held and fed out and pastured on the same premises with dairy 
cattle. 

It isa problem of the concentration of animals in a very large sense. 
The dairy States have generally been in the lead in recognizing and 
working on the problem, but their problem initially was a greater 
one so that there is still a considerable amount of work to be done 
in those States. 

Mr. Quire. You mean where the herds are confined, the brucellosis 
problem is greatest ? 

Dr. Crarkson. It doesn’t make any difference whether it 1s West 
or East. ? 

Mr. Quir. Does it not make it more difficult to certify a State if 
they do not have this good control of the animals? None of the 
Western States are listed as certified. 

Dr. CLarkson. That is so where there is not as good control of the 
animals, if other conditions are alike. This is a disease we are work- 
ing with. It spreads from animal to animal. Holding animals in 
close concentration facilitates the spread of the disease. It tends to 
create an ideal location for the propagation of the disease. 

This does not mean that the range areas do not have a problem with 
brucellosis, but the disease does not generally spread as rapidly when 
the herds are ranging over large areas of the country without contact 
with other animals that may be infected. If you get infection in a 
herd, then you have trouble with that herd, of course. 

Mr. Quim. Is there any connection with brucellosis in other animals? 

Dr. CLarkson. Brucellosis of cattle is transmissible to man threugh 
the handling of infected animals and through unpasteurized milk. 

Brucellosis of swine, is, in some instances, transmissible to cattle. 
but it has not been a real problem in the work of eradicating the dis- 
ease in cattle. 
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Mr. Quiz. What about sheep and goats / 

Dr. Cuarkson. Sheep and goats are affected with still a third type, 
which is a very damaging type when it is transmitted to man. That 
also has not been a deterring factor in carrying out the eradication 
program on the disease of ¢ attle. 

Mr. Quire. So that type is not transmissible to cattle / 

Dr. Crarkson. All of these diseases are, under certain cirewm- 
stances, transmissible; but it is not transmissible in a way that has 
caused any serious interference with this program. 

Mr. Quiz. That is all. 

Mr. Jounson. Dr. Clarkson, I have a few questions I would like to 
ask you. What was the amount the Bureau of the Budget requested? 
Not the amount that the Bureau of the Budget gave you, but—well, 
start back from the beginning. What did you and your department 
recommend as the amount / 

Dr. Cuarkson. The Division requested $20 million. 

Mr. Jounson. And what did the Department request’ I mean the 
total Department of Agriculture. 

Dr. Cuarxson. After several preliminary discussions of the matter, 
the Department requested $15,477,000. 

Mr. Jonnson. Then it was not the Bureau of the Budget that cut 
you, but the Department cut it, itself? I mean the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Dr. CuarKson. Well, that was after discussions with the Bureau of 
the Budget, Mr. Chairman, and I am unable to answer that question. 

Mr. Jounson. What ? 

Dr. CuarKson. I was not involved in those discussions, so I cannot 
answer you. 

Mr. Jonunson. But as far as your department was concerned, you 
asked for $20 million ¢ 

Dr. CiarKson. The Division asked for $20 million. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Dr. CLarkson. We in the Agricultural Research Service asked the 
Department for $17.5 million. 

Mr. Jounson. Now, it is down to $15 million. 

Dr. CiarKson. $15,477,000. 

Mr. Jounson. In what year was the rate of new counties obtain- 
ing modified-certified status the greatest ? 

‘Dr Crarkson. In 1958, that is, fiscal vear 1958. 

Mr. Jounson. And is it true that the rate of State appropriations 
was the highest during the same year Federal appropriations are high? 

Dr. CuarKson. Not quite. The highest State appropriation was in 
1959, and that year the Federal Government spent just slightly over 
$20 million, whereas in 1958 the Federal expenditure was $222 
million. 

Mr. Jounson. Then the State corresponded a year later? 

Dr. Ctarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. How many counties do you anticipate will be certi- 
fied in 19604 

Dr. CLarKkson. In 1960, we anticipate 330. 

Mr. Jounson. And how many counties were certified in 1959? 

Dr. CLarKson,. 436. 

Mr. Jounson. And what was your appropriation for 1959? 
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Dr. CrarKson. $20,230,000 was our obligation, which would be 
within a few dollars. 

Mr. Jounson. Do you have any proof that States will reduce their 
level of support if the Federal] level 1s increased ? 

Dr. CiarKkson. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. What? 

Dr. CiarKson. No, sir. 

Mr. JoHnson. Based upon the progress made during 1958 and 1959, 
do vou not think we can save considerable State and Federal funds 
in the long run if we return to such levels of support ? 

Dr. CLarkson. Well, in any disease-eradication effort, the cheapest 
and quickest and most economical job is done if the States and the 
Federal] Government and industry, all in cooperation, are working at 
as high a speed as the particular disease will accept. 

Now, we did make very substantial progress in 1959. And given 
those same conditions of State support and industry support, and 
costs in general, it would appear on the record that somewhat faster 
rate of progress can be made than with the current appropriations, 

Mr. Jounson. What are you doing under fiscal 1960 that will 
finish ? 

Dr. CLARKSON. $16,637,009. 

Mr. Jounson. How much money did the Disease Eradication Divi- 
sion request for brucellosis work in fiscal 1960 4 

Dr. CuarKkson. $20 million. 

Mr. Jonnson. $20 million and you reduced—clid the Department 
of Agriculture reduce the appropriation or did the Bureau of the 
Budget / 

Dr. CrarKson. I cannot answer that, sir. The request that went 
forward in the budget request was for $15 million. 

Mr. Jounson. Based upon the rate of progress made in 1959, has 
the Department estimated all counties would be certified by 1965? 

Dr. CLarkson. Our statement was that with that level of both 
Federal and State funds, and other circumstances being favorable, 
that it would take the period through 1966. 

Mr. Jonnson. 1966? 

Dr. Cuarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. Would you agree with me that a continuation of 
the present level of finance will require a much longer period to con- 
trol brucellosis and will result in considerable unnecessary expense ? 

Dr. CrarKson. I would agree that it will take longer than with a 
larger amount of money. 

Mr. Jonnson. I heard a statement made here today. Did you 
make the statement, Congressman McSween, it would be 1974 under 
the present rate ? 

Mr. McSween. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. How much money will we spend if we continue to 
appropriate at the present amount from now until 1974? Do you 
have somebody there who is good with a pencil ? 

Mr. Hermpurcer. I will do the arithmetic. Let us see, that would 
be 14 years at the rate of $16 million a year. 

Dr. CLarkson. At $16 million a year. 

Mr. Hermpvurcer. That would be $224 million, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Jonnson. Now, how much would it be if we spend at the— 
what was the rate of appropriation in 1959? 

Dr. Ciarxson. Just slightly over $20 million. 

Mr. Jounson. Say $20 million; and that would be ¢ 

Mr. Hermpvrcer. The estimate is that it would be completed in 5 
years at that rate; is that correct ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. Yes. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. That would be an even $100 million, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Jounson. What is the difference / 

Mr. Hermpourcer. The difference is $124 million. 

Mr. JouHnson. We are going to spend more by taking a longer time. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. That is correct. 

Mr. Jounson. I think that ends my questions. 

Congressman Coad, do you have any questions / 

Mr. ‘Coan. Yes. Iam sorry I was not here for your original state- 
ment. However, I read a copy of your statement. I would like to 
ask “_ questions relating to the general application of this program. 

No. 1, is there any policy, rule, or set procedure on the part of the 
areca as to the disposition of cattle which are diseased, or is 
that left up to the individual State? 

Dr. CLarKson. Well, it is both, in this sense: We are cooperating 
with the States in the eradication of brucellosis. 

We cooperate under certain rules and procedures that have been 
agreed upon by the States and ourselves beforehand. One of the 
requirements for going ahead with the testing of cattle is that the 
infected animals will be removed and slaughtered. But any require- 
ment in the sense of imposing a requirement on the owner must nee- 
essarily be done by the police power of the State. We have no such 
authority. 

Mr. Coap. Are these agreements among the States uniform so that 
each State must meet the same requirements as another State? 

Dr. Cirarkson. They are brought into a reasonable degree of uni- 
formity by their cooperation with us. 

Mr. Coap. But they are not all specifically uniform / 

Dr. CLarkson. They are not all specifically uniform. 

Mr. Coav. But there are written agreements that you have on file? 

Dr. Cirarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coap. Do you have within these agreements some policy on the 
disposition of diseased cattle to the extent that you feel satisfied they 
are carrying out effectively the principles of the legislation / 

Dr. CrarKkson. Yes, sir, and our participation is gaged on that 
understanding and agreement. 

Mr. Coap. Have you had any defections in this? Have any States 
not really lived up to or are there any States not really living up to 
their requirement ? 

Dr. Crarkson. No, sir; I do not believe I can say that we have. 

The States do not all participate at the same level of activity. 
Some of the States have gone on a very rapid all-out program, and 


others have chosen to take it much more slowly. The degree of our | 


participation in that State is gaged then on their own activities. 
Mr. Coan. What do you do about the problem of cattle being 
shipped across State lines that may be diseased ? 
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Dr. Crarxson. In that regard we have Federal regulations. We 
have authority to govern interstate movement of diseased or exposed 
livestock and we have comprehensive regulations in force and a part 
of these funds are taken, of course, to enforce those regulations. 
From the areas that have been pretty well cleaned up, cattle can move 
with a minimum of difficulty. Those coming from areas that have 
not been cleaned up must go through a more rigorous certification 
and testing. 

Mr. Coan. But you do have what you feel are adequate policing 
powers and an adequate polici ing force to do this job? 

Dr. CLarKson. Yes, sir; I think so. All of the States assist in it. 
Most of the St: ites have their own requirements which, depending 
upon their own circumstances, add to and supplement the Federal 
requirements in many instances. 

Mr. Coap. Who is it that polices the States on whether they are 
living up to their agreements ? 

Dr. Crarkson. Well, as to whether they are living up to their 
agreement with the Department, that, of course, is our determination 
as we go along from month to month. 

Mr. Coav. Do you have a force that comes out of this $20 million 
that you send out into the field to check on the States ¢ 

Dr. CLtarkson. We have a field force in each State and they work 
cooperatively with the State veterinarian of that State. We have 
joint plans, and their field forces and ours share the work throughout 
the State. 

Mr. Coap. Then you have a separate organization or agency to 
check on interstate shipments? 

Dr. Cuarkson. No. We take a part of that same field force and 
also the States’ people are helpful in the enforcement of the Federal 
regulations, as our people are helpful to them in enforcing their intra- 
state requirements. 

Mr. Coap. What percentage of your total annual appropriation is 
used for policing the program ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. I can only estimate it, as we do not keep records on 
that basis; about $500,000. 

Mr. Coap. Now, let me ask you this: Is this program, which is co- 
operatively entered into with the prota, left up to the States on the 
disposition of the funds? That is, can a State have only a program 
for the inoculation or for a: ation to farmers who have dis- 
sased animals ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. The State, of course, has full authority to make 
up its own mind as to what participation it will undertake in 
indemnification. 

For example, we all agree if there is to be indemnification that the 
State and Federal Governments would share two-thirds of the loss, 
that is, the net loss after salvage, and we undertake to pay one-third 
and the State to pay one-third. Some of the States do not choose to 
pay their one-third, and that is up to them whether they do or they 
do not. We will pay our one-third, unless the State requests that we 
do not pay any neni tontiche, in which case we will not pay any 
indemnification. There are several States like that. 

Mr. Coap. For what reason would they request you not to pay any 
indemnity ? 
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Dr. CiarKson. Some of the States feel they can, with this disease, 
do an effective job without the payment of indemnity. They have 
gone along on that policy for some time as established by their 
legi slature, and they do not want the Federal Government paying 
indemnities when they do not. 

Mr. Coap. In other words, the State government can block any 
indemnity payment ? 

Dr. CLarKson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coan. Is this left up to the State legislature, or is it the State 
official who executes the program ? 

Dr. CLarKson. It is left up to the responsible State official. 

Mr. Coap. Can you tell me what year the State of Iowa entered into 
this program ¢ 

Dr. CLarkson. We have been cooperating with the State of Iowa 
for a long time. 

Mr. Coan. In this brucellosis program ? 

Dr. CLarkson. Yes, sir. For a number of years it was on a herd 
basis. I think the import of your question is, How long have they 
been on an area basis, which means to take county by county or town- 
ship by township and clean it up methodically. 

Dr. Anderson reminds me we have been on that basis in Iowa for 
about 1 year. 

Mr. Coap. On the complete basis for about 1 year 

Dr. Ciarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coap. Does the State of Iowa participate in the indemnity 
program ¢ 

Dr. Crarxson. Dr. Anderson tells me that they elected this year 
to discontinue the payment of indemnities and have asked us to dis- 
continue our indemnification in Iowa. 

Mr. Coap. How many dollars were paid in indemnification during 
the 1 year of this participation in the State of Iowa? 

Dr. CLarKson. We will have to look for that, Mr. Coad. I do not 
have it right in front of me. 

Mr. Coap. You will supply an answer for the record ? 

Dr. Crarkson. Yes, sir. I beg your pardon. Was that indemnifi- 

cation paid by both the State and Federal Government in Iowa during 
the past year / 

Mr. Coap. The Federal Government in the State of Iowa. 

Dr. Ctarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coap. Which were matched by the State of Iowa. And if 
there were any paid by the Feder: 11 Government without having 
been matched by the State of Iowa, that also. 

Dr. CrarKkson. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested follows :) 

In fiscal year 1959, the State and Federal Governments each paid $150,087 in 
indemnities in Iowa. During this fiscal year, the State government paid 


$30,229.25 and the Federal Government paid $30,230.25 in indemnities before 
the practice was discontinued. 

Mr. Coap. You have no set policy that a State must or must not 
enter into the indemnity program? It is entirely left to the election 
of the State administering officer. 

Dr. Ci vrkson. Yes, sir. We approach it this way, The Congress, 
in providing the increased funds several years ago, made special refer- 
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ence to the payment of reasonable indemnities to owners of reactor 
le. 

We then approached the States in this manner : We proposed to 

pay the Federal share of the indemnification for reactors properly 

removed for slaughter in accordance with the program, unless the 

State requested us not to. So that results in three situations : ‘ 

One, where the Federal Government and the States are paying 
indemnities; secondly, where only the Federal Government is paying 
indemnities; and thirdly, where neither government is paying in- 
demities. 

Mr. Coav. If Iowa has elected not to receive any indemnity pay- 
ments and also the State does not make any of itself, does the State 
still qualify for a full amount? That is, does the money which would 
have been usen for indemnity go over into the remaining portion of 
the program ‘ ; 

Dr. Ciarkson. That is correct. We have laid out the amounts of 
money before that decision was made, and we have not changed the 
amount that was earmarked for that State because of that decision. 

Mr. Coan. In fiscal 1959, the State of Lowa, according to my infor- 
mation, received $780,000 for the eradication of brucellosis. In the 
1960 fiscal year, Iowa received $500,000. Was this in direct propor- 
tion to the extent of reduction in appropriations in the overall 
program ¢ 

Dr. Crarkson. From our information that we have here, it looks 
like it was just a little more than the proportionate amount; I am 
not quite sure. 

Mr, Coan. You mean Iowa was cut more than the total propor- 
tionate cut ¢ 

Dr. Clarkson. Just looking at these two figures, it. looks to me that 
way. I would have to go back, Mr. Coad, because the end figure in 
any State oftentimes varies from the figure which we started out with 
at the beginning of the year. We review our program nationwide at 
the end of each quarter, and if we find that one area is not going as 
rapidly as it was anticipated, we take money from there and put it 
in other areas where the work is going a little bit faster than had 
been expected. 

The figures that we have here are that in 1959 the Federal Govern- 
ment had $839,000 and the State had $1,287,000. In 1960, which is 
this year, the Federal Government had $557,000, and the State 

700,000. 

So it would appear that we both reduced; at least our reduction was 
not any more severe than the State. It looks to be about in proportion. 

Mr. Coan. A bit ago you replied to Mr. Johnson’s question that you 
had no evidence that if the Federal Government cut back the States 
would cut back. Would that not sort of nullify that reply ? 

Dr. Cuarxson. I think the chairman asked me if I had proof that 
the States would reduce their funds if the Federal money is increased. 

Now I think it has been true in this program, as in other programs, 
that a strong Federal program encourages a strong State program, 
and, in general, the record will bear it out, as the Federal participa- 
tion was increased, the general State participation has been increased. 

Mr. Coap. Would not the reverse also be true ? 
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Dr. CLiarKkson. That often follows, but State by State, it is aw fully 
difficult to rely upon that generalization, because there are many 
factors that affect the matter within an individual State. 

Mr. Coan. But the trend would indicate such. However, you were 
correct in answering that you had no specific proof that they would 
do it. 

Dr. CLarkson. That is correct. 

Mr. Coav. However, from your knowledge, you feel if the Federal 
program were W akened that would be followed by the States in 
weakening their own program 4 

Dr. CrarKkson. It has its result in the same direction; yes, sir, 

Mr. Coap. In 1959, the Iowa Department of Agriculture 1 requested 
suppleme sntal aonrene lations but they were refused. Why? 

Dr. Crarkson. Additional Federal money in 1959? 

Mr. Coan. Yes. 

Dr. CuarKson. Well, that was simply because we did not have any 
more. 

Mr. Coap. Well, as I understand it, in all due deference to my good 
colleague from California sitting next to me, California funds were 
cut from $717,000 in 1959 down to $574,000, but a request was made 
for supplemental allotments to bring up the total to $711,000, and it 
is my understanding this was done. Why was there preferential 
treatment to some States and not to others ¢ 

Dr. Crarxson. That is this fiscal year ! 

Mr. Coan. Yes. 

Dr. Ciarkson. Yes, sir. In our review of the program at midyear, 
we found that we were able to pick up some money and we did put 
additional money in California because it seemed to us that was the 
area where the most good could be done for the dollars expended in 
the current status of these programs. 

Mr. Coap. Does that mean that there is more efficient operation of 
the program out there or does it mean they have more disease in Cali- 
fornia ? 

Dr. CiarKkson. That means that the status of the operation is such 
that the money could be used more effectively there than somewhere 
else. 

Mr. Coap. What do you mean by that? Why was it more effective 
in California than in Iowa? 

Dr. Crarxson. Mr. Coad, as was pate awhile ago, we have 
been on an area basis in Iowa for about a ye The legislation, the 
preparatory work in counties, the efforts of the people in industry in 

California were a good deal farther along than that in Lowa, and that 
is the reason for this additional amount of funds which we were able 
to make available to California rather than to Iowa or some other 
State. 

Mr. Coap. In other words, California or any other State that has 
really been sold on this program and entered into it in a serious way, 
through their State department of agriculture or their State agency, 
whatever name it may go by, have gone out and since 1955 organized 
this program so that it “would appear they were accomplishing some- 
thing? 

Dr. Cuarkson. I think that isa fair statement. 
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Mr. Coap. In other words, then, States that have not taken this pro- 
gram ser ‘jously, and been laggard in it, have been penalized because 
they have not re: ally done the job leading both the f farmers, processors, 
and industry in this _—— ogram ; is that correct ? 

Dr. CirarKkson. That is correct. Except that I do not want to say 
why they were so muc h slower, because there are many reasons of im- 
portance to local State people that I might not be aware of. 

Mr. Jounson. Dr. Clarkson, when your State legislature refuses to 
appropriate money, that is a pretty good sign that the State legisla- 
ture is not in favor of it, is it not 

Dr. Ciarkson. That is one of the indications that is very apparent; 
ves, Sir. 

“ Mr. Coap. That is all I have. 

Mr. Jounson. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Srusps._errecp. | should like to know what the status of the 1960 
available money is. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, what is the appropriation of 1960? I think 
you told us that. 

” Dr. CLARKSON. $16,637,000. 

Mr. Jounson. Has there been a supplemental appropriation passed 
yet by the Congress for the Agriculture Department ? 

Dr. CuarKson. No, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Can you use more money for fiscal 19602 Would 
the program come to a halt because of a small amount of money ? 

Dr. CLarKson. Well, we could have used more money. We pro- 
eramed our funds so that they would carry out through the year. 

Mr. Jounson. It is pretty late in the year to try to— 

Dr. Crarkson. That is always the problem, a of course, any- 
thing that we did with additional money this year, we would have to 
be most careful that we did not build up ar ate ‘of progress in some 
area that could not be continued during the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Jounson. That is right. But, if the Congress is going to raise 
the appropriations, the place to do it is in fiscal 1961. 

Dr. CLarkson. And continue at a stated level. ‘ 

Mr. Jounson. And keep the program going. 

Dr. CLArKson. Continuity of the level of expenditure is of the 
utmost importance. 

Mr. Jonnson. You do not want $20 million or $21 million and then 
down to $15 million? You want to hit a certain level and keep it ? 

Dr. CuarKkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coap. One other question. Do the individual State agencies 
which are administering this program within the State have to 
present you with an audit of how they spent these fund ? 

Dr. CLarkson. No. We do not get an audit. 

We get a statement from the cooperators, but it is not in any wise 
in the form of an audit, and, as a matter of fact, in some areas, as in 
your own State, much of the money comes from county appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. Coan. However, that is local money. 

Dr. CLtarkson. But that is all credited on this sum of money that 
we have here, as the non-Federal expenditure. 

Mr. Coap. Yes. 
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Dr. CLarKkson. Whether it comes from State appropriations, county 
appropriations, or from some special tax. . 

Mr. Coan. Yes. 

Dr. Crarxson. And the manner of accounting for the State and 
local funds is oftentimes entirely different from ours. Some of them 
include the overhead costs; some do not. 

Mr. Coap. But the State agency does not have to report to you on 
how they spent the Federal funds? 

Dr. CirarxKson. They do not actually spend the Federal funds. Our 
representative in the State is the responsible agent for the expenditure 
of the funds. 

Mr. Coap. But he expends it in accordance with their direction ? 

Dr. CiarKson. In accordance with the cooperative agreement. 

Mr. Coap. Do you have a copy of the cooperative agreement for the 
State of Iowa that you would furnish me? 

Dr. Ciarkson. I would be glad to. 

Mr. Coan. I would appreciate it if you would send it to me. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Stubblefield. 

Mr. Srussiertecp. Are there any 1960 funds available now? 

Dr. CirarKkson. Right now ? 

Mr. SrupsieFIEeLp. On a matching basis. 

Dr. Crarkson. We are making a review during this quarter and 
after the end of this month, we will know whether we are able to 
adjust any of our funds. 

Mr. Srupsierrecp. We have the State money ready and waiting in 
Kentucky, and that is the reason I asked you the question. 

Dr. CiarKson. We were able to help out some during this past 
quarter on the same basis. 

Mr. SrupsiErie tp. $30,000? 

Dr. Cuarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Srupsierimep. That we are anxious to get off to a continuing 
program down there. 

Dr. Cuarkson. Yes, sir; I know it. 

Mr. Jounson. Congressman Hagen. 

Mr. Hagen. Did I understand you to say there was a prohibition 
against interstate sale or shipment of brucellosis-infected animals? 

Dr. Criarkson. Brucellosis-infected animals may move interstate 
only for immediate slaughter to either a federally inspected slaugh- 
tering plant or to a State-inspected slaughtering plant that has been 
jointly approved by the State and Federal Governments for that 
purpose. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Are they branded now oraret hey tagged 

Dr. CLarkson. They are branded. 

Mr. Jounson. They are branded / 

Dr. CLarkson. They are branded. 

Mr. Hacen. So they cannot use that cow for any other purpose 
except for immediate slaughter / 

Dr. Cirarkson. No, sir. 

Mr. Hacen. Do you have authority to quarantine a whole State 
or is this on an animal by animal basis / 

Dr. CrarKkson. We have authority to quarantine a whole State. 
That, of course, is reserve authority, and we choose instead to put 
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into effect regulations regulating the movement rather than to try 
to quarantine the whole State. Rol 

Mr. Hagen. As I understand this program, it involves, No. 1, in 
some States, slaughter of infected animals and indemnification of the 
owner. Does he dispose of that carcass for meat, or what happens 
to the carcass ? » ai 

Dr. Cuarxson. The reason for the restriction on the place the 
animal may go to slaughter is to see if it goes under Federal inspec- 
tion, then it goes through the inspection routines. If it is wholesome 
meat, it is passed. If it is not, it is condemned. ; 

Mr. Hagen. But very often he would get the full indemity on the 
carcass even though he sold it ? 

Dr. Cuargson. He sells to the packer. 

Mr. Hacen. Yes. ; 

Dr. CLarkson. The packer may buy it outright and take his chances 
from there on, or he may buy it on a subject basis, subject to disposal 
on inspection. In fact, most of them buy the latter way, and then 
the seller gets whatever the proceeds may be. The State and Federal 
officials have previously appraised the animal. The salvage is de- 
ducted from the appraisal amount, and then indemnities are paid 
not to exceed one-third of the difference from the Federal Govern- 
ment. We also have a limitation of not more than $25 for any grade 
animal and not more than $50 for any purebred animal. 

Mr. Hagen. Then you have a testing program where you identify 
the animals. Is that accomplished purely at Federal expense? 

Dr. CuarKson. No. That is this joint expenditure that we have been 
talking about. 

We have an office in each State, at Sacramento, for example, and 
we work there with the State Departinent of Agriculture. We have 
a small number of Federal men in various parts of the State. The 
State and county organization in California have quite a large number, 
and they all work together. Some of the supervisors are Federal 
men and some of them are State men, and they program this work 
cooperatively. > 

r. Hagen. Then you have an immunization program, also, right ? 

Dr. CLarxson. Right. One of the parts of the program is the vac- 
cination of calves at a certain age to give them protection against 
infection. One of the ways in which we Sins endeavored to adjust our 
program to the lower expenditures this year is to concentrate on the 
testing and removal of reactors and leave most of the vaccinating to 
the States and localities, or the owners. 

Mr. Hagen. Yes. However, this immunization has been a shared 
<a too, between the State and the Federal Government, is that 
correct 

Dr. Cuarxson. That is correct, and we have looked upon the im- 
munization as a very important part of the program in laying the 
groundwork for eventual eradication. In California, as in many of 
the Western States, there has been a vaccination program for a number 
of years. It is only within the last few years they have gotten into 
a systematic test and slaughter of reactor animals. 

r. Hagen. On this test, and then on immunization, is there any 
charge to the farmer ¢ 
58047—60-—_4 
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Dr. CuarKson. When it is done by the State and Federal Govern- 
ment, there is none. 

In those: areas where it has been necessary to pull back on vaccination 
and the State has not been able to carry the expense or prefers to 
spend its money on something else, then the farmer or the 
must pay for the expenses of vaccination itself. 

Mr. Hacen. That is more or less the part of the program you let 
go in the interests of economy, immunization, right ¢ 

Dr. Ciarxson. Yes, sir. There is a good deal of testing to meet 
local milkshed requirements which go ‘beyond the requirements of 
this program, and that also is pretty gene rally left up to the owner 
to finance. 

Mr. Hagen. Now, is there a variation in States about the com- 
pulsory aspects of this program ¢ 

I mean, for example, would some States have a rb at would 

require an owner of a herd to have his cows checked and/or vaccinated 
and/or would he be forced to kill his animal if it were found to have 
brucellosis? Are there some States that compel these various things 
or any one of them, and some that do not ¢ 

Dr. Cuarkson. Yes. Of course, State requirements vary consider- 
ably, but for our participation, if animals are tested and reactors are 
found, an or derly disposal of those infected animals and the proper 
handling of the infected herd is a basic requirement of the cooperative 
effort. 

Now, as this chart shows, the black are the States and counties 
that are now certified. The crosshatched are the counties where at 
systematic cleanup is now underway. Then the gray is on an in- 
dividual herd participation basis. “This is a step by step sort of 
thing. The individual herd work sets the eroundwork and tends to 
give a measure of protection against spre: ad of the disease, and then 
as the State requires by law or as the county may elect by their own 
motion or by the votes of the owners, they vet into a countywide 
cleanup program. The activities of both the State and Federal Gov- 
ernments are different depending upon the status of the area. 

Mr. Jounson. I am sorry to interrupt you, Mr. Hagen, but if there 
is no objection, I am going to ask unanimous consent that this map of 
the United States be put in the record at this point. 

(The map referred to follows :) 


rancher 
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Mr. Hagen. I want to ask one more question. Do you think long- 
range economy can be achieved in this program by putting more 
money in it at this time? In other words, if you want to kill off the 
rabbit population, you can leave a few rabbits running around and 
you might have a continuing problem. But if you get them all at the 
same time, you have no more of a rabbit problem. That is the basic 
question of this resolution. 

Dr. CrarKkson. I mentioned to the chairman a while ago that sta- 
bility in the program is very important. 

Mr. Hacen. Well, the question is: Could you use more money at 
this time advantageously ? 

Mr. Jounson. I think the figure was brought out here, maybe you 
were not here at the time, but I think there was a difference—do you 
remember what the figures were’? Was there a $100 million difference 
if we did it 

Dr. Cuiarkson. If State participation and local support and all 
those factors remained the same. 

Mr. Jounson. It would take $100 million less than if we let it go 
to 1974, 

Mr. Hacen. Those are all the questions I have. 

Mr. Jounson. If there are no further questions, we will call the 
next witness. 

I am going to go out of order here a little. I have a man here 
from my own State who is just here for the day. He testified be- 
fore the committee this morning. He has a prepared statement but 
just wants to add a few words. I will] call at this time Robert Lewis, 
secretary to Governor Nelson. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT LEWIS, AGRICULTURAL COORDINATOR, 
EXECUTIVE STAFF OF GOVERNOR OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Lewis. I am agricultural coordinator on the Governor’s execu- 
tive staff. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do not want to say very much be- 
yond endorsing the objectives of the three resolutions that you have 
before you. 

Mr. Jounson. Have you a printed statement you care to put in the 
record? I see you have some notes. 

Mr. Lewis. These are primarily notes. I do have a letter to me 
from the director of our State department of agriculture which I 
would like to submit for the record. 

Mr. Jounson. I was going to say that if you have a prepared state- 
ment, you can put it in the record and then talk from your statement, 
but go ahead now and I will not interrupt you any more. 

Mr. Lewis. I am Robert G. Lewis. The State department of 
agriculture has analyzed the budgetary effects on Wisconsin on the 
reduction that has taken place in the 1959-60 budget. In 1958-59, 
when the national appropriation ‘was $20.5 million, Wisconsin re- 
ceived an allotment of $742,526. In the current budget year, the na- 
tional appropriation was reduced by 19 percent. The Wisconsin al- 
lotment was reduced to $530,980, which is a reduction of 28 percent. 

Now, the larger reduction in the Wisconsin allotment is due to the 
policy of the Department of concentrating its funds where, in areas 
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which have not yet received the brucellosis-free accreditation, and as a 
result, when the program overall is reduced, the areas which have al- 
ready substantially reached the modified brucellosis-free status, re- 
ceive a disproportionate cut. 

This does create budgeting problems for the States that are con- 
cerned. Also, the changing of the rate of work on this program re- 
sults in budgetary problems for the States. 

I think it can be appreciated that this is more than just a matter of 
finding the money. It also is a problem of equipping the program to 
deal with the problem. That means lining up veterinarians and 
working out an administrative setup, and many other facets, and it 
is much less efficient to proceed in a spurt and slowdown rate than to 
proceed in a steady orderly way at the most efficient practical rate to 
get brucellosis eradicated from the United States. 

I want to submit Mr. McDowell’s statement which has some infor- 
mation about the situation in Wisconsin forthe record. 

Mr. Jounson. If there is no objection, it will be received and 
entered at this point. 

Mr. Lewis. We are, as I say, we have a modified-certified brucellosis- 
free status in Wisconsin, so a good deal of our concern about bru- 
cellosis is beyond our control. We have an interest in achieving the 
eradication of the disease throughout the United States, but we cannot 
do anything about it in the other States except through our Federal 
Government. 

I suppose that we could manage to get by if there were no Federal 

rogram, as far as Wisconsin is concerned. I do not think it would 
be sound, and I do not by any means advocate that. But Wisconsin 
cannot solve the problem where brucellosis continues to be serious, 
more serious than it is for us, and just as one farmer has an interest 
in his neighbor’s herd being aecnaed up, so do we, in Wisconsin, have 
an interest in getting the other States cleaned up. 

This contageon is an indivisible problem for all the dairy and 
cattle producers in the country, so I certainly recommend very strongly 
that the committee approve the resolution and keep the brucellosis 
program going at the optimum rate in order to avoid the inefficiency 
and waste that would result from a slowdown at this time. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jonnson. Any questions? 

I want to thank you very much. 

(The letter submitted by Mr. Lewis follows:) 

WISCONSIN STATE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Madison, March 4, 1960. 
Mr. Rozert Lewis, 
Erecutive Office, 
State Capitol, Madison, Wis. 


Dear Bos: Mr. Griffith and Mr. Jones have informed me of your telephone 
calls yesterday regarding Federal appropriations for the brucellosis eradication 
program. 

I believe you received information from Congressman Johnson as to the 
appropriations for the 1958-59 and 1959-60 fiscal years, and the amount in the 
budget for the 1960-61 fiscal year. This information has been furnished to our 
department by the USDA, copies of which are attached. 

The executive committee of the National Association of State Departments 
of Agriculture is also working to increase the appropriations for the brucellosis 
eradication program for both the 1959-60 and 1960-61 fiscal years. The follow- 
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ing is quoted from the minutes of their meeting held in Washington, D.c 
December 13, 14, and 15, 1959: 


+ On 


“RESOLUTION NO. XXXI—BRUCELLOSIS ERADICATION PROGRAM 


“The executive committee will make an effort to have Congress appropriate 
$22 million for the b llosis licati f he 196 S 
$22 million for the brucellosis eradication program for the 1960 fiscal year. 


“RESOLUTION NO. XXXII—EMERGENCY FUNDS FOR FEDERAL-STATE BRUCELLOSIS 
ERADICATION PROGRAM 


“The executive committee will make every effort to have a supplemental ap- 
propriation of $3% million made by Congress for brucellosis eradication for the 
fiscal year 1960.” 

The additional $314 million appropriation would make the total funds for 
the 1959-60 fiscal year approximately $20 million or the same amount as we 
understand Congressman Johnson is interested in. 

The effect of a reduced appropriation on the amount of Federal funds aj- 
lotted to Wisconsin is shown below : 





| Percent 











) 

| 1958-59 1959-60 reduction 

1959 to 1960 
Total national appropriation .__...........-------...-...-.-.-.| $20, 525,000 | $16, 637, 100 19 
Allotment to Wisconsin te Sa ee. ae 742, 526 530, 980 8 


Funds used __- : LEiheteawecee ‘a 735, O11 





In comparing the percent of reduction on a national basis with the reduction 
for Wisconsin, you will note that the national reduction was about 19 percent 
while the reduction in our allotment was about 28 percent. This results from 
the effort on the part of the USDA to allot the funds to States that are still 
trying to get additional areas certified as modified brucellosis-free areas, there- 
fore a State such as ours which has attained this goal receives a greater reduc- 
tion than the overall total. Budgeting is extremely difficult with situations 
such as this happening. We have anticipated decreases in the Federal partici- 
pation in the brucellosis program but not to the extent which happened between 
the two fiscal years listed above. At the present time we estimate that our 
appropriation for the brucellosis eradication program will be very close in 
meeting obligations. We may have to request a transfer from the indemnity 
line of the appropriation to pay testing and vaccination costs. This transfer 
is permissible under our appropriation statute. 

We fully endorse the requests for a supplemental appropriation and for 
additional funds for the 1960-61 fiscal year. We feel that in the end, no Federal 
funds are being saved by decreasing the amount per year and lengthening the 
time which would be needed to get the entire United States on a modified 
brucellosis-free basis. Almost unbelievable progress has been made during 
the last 8 years. It is very unwise to decrease the funds for the program at 
this time and prolong the date when the goal on a national basis is reached. 
Thereafter, expenditures would be mainly for a “maintenance type” program 
and for further work with “problem herds.” 

Sincerely yours, 
D. N. McDowe tt, Director. 


Mr. Jounson. The next witness is Dr. W. L. Bendix, State vet- 


erinarian, Commonwealth of Virginia, Department of Agriculture 
of Virginia.’ We will hear Mr. Bendix. 


STATEMENT OF W. L. BENDIX, STATE VETERINARIAN, 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 


Dr. Benprx. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, I appear before you 
today on behalf of the United States Livestock Sanitary Associa- 
tion. I am a vice president of that organization and the chief live- 
stock sanitary official of Virginia. 
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The situation in which the Nation’s livestock industry and pro- 
fessional workers in agriculture, both State and Federal, find them- 
selves with regard to the brucellosis-eradication program is clearly 
outlined in House Joint Resolution 619. To state the situation in 
which we find ourselves as briefly as possible, we are approximately 
half finished in our goal of certifying all the counties in the country, 
and the program is rapidly running out of steam. 

I have prepared two charts, pages 4 and 5 of this statement, which 
[ believe show what we have accomplished and the direction in which 
we are now heading. In the 5 years immediately preceding the in- 
auguration of the Federal program, it will be seen that while Federal 
expenditures stayed at approximately the same level, State appropria- 
tions approximately doubled. But even at this rate, we were not able 
to contain the infection, nor were we able to attack this disease at 
a rate that would in any way reduce its incidence. During the years 
1950 through 1954, the total number of certified counties in the coun- 
try dropped from a high of 432 down to 334. 

In fiscal 1955, the picture began to change drastically with the 
advent of the accelerated program inaugurated by the Congress. 
You will see that the program reached its operational peak in fiscal 
1958, and we finished the first half of fiscal 1960 with the job of cer- 
tifying all of the counties in the country approximately half com- 
pleted. 

It will be noted that beginning in fiscal 1959, Federal support began 
to drop. It will also be noted that State support for this program, 
which since its beginning has been enthusiastic, showed a continual 
annual increase until fiscal 1960, when for the second straight year 
Federal support declined. At this point, State support began also 
to reflect a lessening of enthusiasm. 

The current budget now under consideration by the Congress for 
fiscal 1961 reflects a still further decline of Federal support for this 
program, and while total figures are not yet available concerning 
State appropriations for the same period, it is feared that they will 
follow the same pattern. 

The final page of this statement to the committee reflects the prog- 
ress that will be made in this program at three different levels of 
financial support. It will be seen that if we can maintain support at 
about midway between the 1958 and the 1959 levels, the program of 
certifying the Nation will be completed in 1965. It will also be seen 
that if we maintain the program at approximately the 1960 level, the 
same goal will be reached sometime during fiscal 1974, at something 
over twice the total cost. Lastly, if the downward trend which began 
in fiscal 1959 and has persisted to the present continues, it is impos- 
sible to predict when, if ever, national certification will be achieved, 
or at what cost. 

Here, I would like to call the committee's attention to the possibil- 
ity that the cost in dollars will be secondary as compared to the cost 
in the loss of confidence by the entire livestock industry in those of 
us to whom they turned for advice and counsel and direction in mat- 
ters of disease control and eradication. 

In 30 years of work as a professional in the field of livestock disease 
control, I have never seen a program that received the widespread 
acceptance and support from all segments of industry that this one 
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has. To abandon it now or to make it impossible to continue it to its 
logical conclusion, in a reasonable length of time and at reasonable 
cost, would be a calamity. The results of such a course of action 
would be far reaching indeed and would cover the whole field of live- 
stock disease control. 

It is our earnest hope that this committee and the Congress wiil 
adopt this resolution and that every member of the Congress will 
do what he can to see that it has the widest possible distribution. This 
would give a tremendous boost to industry, to those of us who have 
worked to bring its accomplishments up to the present level, and to 
the States that have given it such effective support. 

We intend to make a plea along these same lines to the proper 
appropriations subcommittees of both the House and the Senate for 
continued adequate financing, and we earnestly solicit the support of 
every Member of Congress to this end. 

Gentlemen, I thank you for this opportunity to appear before you 
and to leave with you this information. 1 

(The charts referred to in Dr. Bendix’s statement follow :) 
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Mr. Jounson. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Hagen. I havea question. 

Mr. Jonunson. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. Dr. Bendix, is the continued avoidance of brucellosis 
the sole or principal reason for the pasteurization of milk? 

Dr. Benpix. No, sir. 

Mr. Hagen. It isnot ¢ 

Dr. Benprx. No, sir. Pasteurization of milk is done as an added 
safeguard to protect the public health from any foreign or extraneous 
infection that might accidentally get into milk. Brucellosis, of course, 
would be in the milk prior to its leaving the cow. There are factors 
involving pasteurization that also take into account that infection 
or similar material could get into the milk sometime during processing 
after it left the cow. 

Mr. Hacen. But the pasteurization does kill the brucellosis 
organism ¢ 

Dr. Benprx. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. It does that? 

Dr. Benpix. Yes, it renders it harmless, yes. 

Mr. Haagen. The best protection against catching undulant fever 
is using pasteurized milk ? 

Dr. Benprx. It is the best protection from catching it during the 
ingestion of milk. 

Mr. Hacen. Yes. 

Dr. Benprx. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. I notice in your chart, the bars, this would relate solely 
tothe State of Virginia, I guess, would it not ? 

Dr. Benptx. No,sir. That is the national picture. 

Mr. Hagen. That isthe national picture ? 

Dr. Benpix. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. I notice that although the amount of State expenditure 
has gone up over the years, the relative State proportion of the total 
expenditures seems to have gone down. The Federal portion seems 
tohave grown. What isthe reason for that ? ; 

Dr. Benprx. I think basically the explanation of that is that, as 
Dr. Clarkson pointed out, when this program was first accelerated in 
fiscal 1955, it was accepted by the various States at different degrees 
of operation. 

For instance, in my own State we had gone on for some years on an 
individual-herd-testing basis with some vaccination, but we were not 
able financially to actively press it. Well, we used all of the State 
money that we could get after the accelerated program started in 1955, 
plus the Federal allotment, and I might add, over the years, the State 
of Virginia has just about matched the Federal Government 50-50, 
to press an active vaccination program throughout the entire State, 
and we did not start into the area cleanup until the first of the calen- 
dar year 1957, because we wanted to get as extensive a backlog of 
clean vaccinated animals as we could to use as replacements for the 
animals we might take up in the county cleanup. 

Now, we have reached about 65 to 66 percent of our counties so 
they are on the certified list and the rest of them, except for a handful, 
are working. 
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Now, all States did not start at the same time, and I think that as 
they progress from perh: ips a preliminary operation, it might entail 
individual herd work in vaccination over into the county work where 
they clean up county by county there. The program just picks up 
steam and it takes more money and they put up their share. 

Mr. Hacen. I am happy to note that you intend to appear before 
the Appropriations Committee of the House and Senate, and I think 
if representatives like yourself appear and all the areas represented 
on those two committees hear representation from their own people, 
you might get this additional money this vear. 

Dr. Benprx. We are going to try. 

Mr. Hagen. That isthe principal forum. 

Dr. Benprx. Yes, sir, I know. 

Mr. Hacen. That isall. 

Mr. Jonnson. If there are no further questions, I want to thank 
you. 

Dr. Benpix. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Dr. Bendix, for the fine statement. 

Dr. Benprx. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Congresswoman Gracie Pfost has been hiding over 
there at the press table. I did not see her. I will recognize her at 
this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO 


Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee, I am here to testify today on behalf of House Joint 
Resolution 641, which I introduced to underwrite an effective Federal 
program designed to eradicate the incidence of brucellosis in the 
Nation during the next few years. 

Idaho, as members of the committee know, is an important dairy 
and cattle State. Both of these industries are vital to our economy 
and to the welfare of our farmers. We have set as our goal the 
eradication of brucellosis from our farms and ranches, but this can 
hardly be accomplished if Federal funds are withdrawn to a point 
where they undercut the progress we have made during the last 20 
years. 

The President’s budget for fiscal 1961 provides only $15.5 million 
for the program. The Federal appropriation for the previous year 
was $20 million and the program was maintained at this same level 
for several years previous to that. For fiscal 1960, the President’s 
budget called for a $5 million cutback from the previous levels, but 
the Congress saw fit—with the urging of representatives from farm 
States who are all too aware of the urgency of the program—to in- 
crease this amount to $16,250,000 and therefore limit the impact that 
the more drastic cutback would have produced. 

Dr. A. P. Schneider, Idaho director of the State-Federal coopera- 
tive livestock regulatory programs and a member of the National 
Advisory Committee, informed me in a letter dated March 3, that 
under the program as it operated at the $20-million level, more prog- 
ress was made in the last 3 years in the eradication of the disease 
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than in the previous 20 years. He noted that the States could gear 
their own appropriations on a matching basis to those prov ided by 
the Federal Government, but that the entire program was thrown 
out of gear when the F ederal appropriations were suddenly reduced. 
Let me quote two paragraphs from Dr. Schneider’s letter to the 
committee : ; 

“It is a well known fact that in agricultural programs that once 
they are withdrawn it is very difficult to again get them restarted, 
and if we don’t salvage the national brucellosis program at this time, I 
do not see how we will ever start the program in other States, or 
finish the program in those States that are not yet certified. 

“Even though some States and Idaho, which is about to reach its 

oal this year, may finish with the first step of the program, we can- 
not hold the line on what we have gained, if infection in the Mid- 
western States is not eradicated, because they continue to send us 
livestock every day. 

Let me present some statistics to further explain the points made 
by Dr. Schneider. 

‘From 1950 through 1954, brucellosis eradication lost ground be- 
cause of limited funds. During 1950 only 432 counties in ‘the Nation 
were certified by the Department of Agric ulture as being free of the 
disease. In 1954, there were only 334 counties so certified. Then, in 
1955, when an accelerated program was initiated with $15 million in 
Commodity Credit funds, the program really got rolling. State 
matching funds earmarked for the program jumped at the same time. 
This showed that the States were interested and willing to cooperate. 
Inthe 3 years that followed modified-certified brucellosis-free counties 
skyroc keted to a total of 1,217 by the end of fiscal 1958. This was 
nearly four times the total of 4 years earlier. 

During fiscal 1959 and fiseal 1960, when Federal funds were reduced 
by the President. State allotments under the program managed to 
continue at the 1959 rate but then dropped sharply downward in line 
with the Federal cutback during 1960. As a result the number of new 
counties cleared of the disease drop ped to an estimated 304 for fiscal 
1960. 

At the present time about half of the Nation’s counties have been 
certified by the Agriculture Department. We have made so much 
progress in eradicating and controlling this disease so far that it 
just doesn’t make sense to allow the cutbac k in funds to stand, allow- 
ing the disease to gradually increase until, sooner than we think, we'll 
be right back where we started 20 years ago. 

Under my joint resolution, the Federal brucellosis program budget 
would be increased to $20 million for fiscal 1960 and then to $22 mil- 
lion for fiscal 1961 and each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

Brucellosis is a disease which is a menace to farmers and ranchers 
as well as cows. There were 1,823 cases of the disease among men 
and women reported in 1954. Under the eradication program, this 
number was cut back in 1959 to only 721 cases. Infected cattle can 
easily transmit the disease to other cattle as well as to those looking 
after them, and in some cases, to other farm livestock. The germs 
passed on to humans in the form of milk have been known, in some 
cases, to cause undulent fever. An effective program of inoculation of 


cattle and calves, as provided by Federal and State agricultural 
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authorities under the certification program, along with the elimina- 
tion of badly infected stock, is necessary and important to maintain 
at this time, 

{ am urging members of the committee, therefore, to approve this 
joint resolution and in that w ay insure that a program can be main- 
tained which strives more quickly toward the goal of eliminating 
this disease from both my State of Idaho and every State in the entire 
Nation. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Jonnson. I want to thank you for your wonderful statement 
Mrs. P fost. ‘ 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jounson. There will be inserted in the record at this point a 
statement of Congressman Al Ullman. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. AL ULLMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to first thank you for 
furnishing me this opportunity to present a statement regarding the measure 
before you. The intent of this measure is to put back on schedule the important 
program of brucellosis eradication which we began last year. It is a program 
that merits our support and I urge you to give House Joint Resolution 619 fay- 
orable consideration. 

The program originally anticiapted eradication of brucellosis by 1969-70, 
The total cost was estimated to be $372.9 million. Sut when the adminis- 
tration came to the Congress last year they immediately proposed a drastic 
cutback in the necessary funds. Instead of asking for the $20.6 million called 
for by the original schedule, they asked for only $15 million. Even though the 
Congress increased this amount to $16.25 million, this meant a major slowdown, 
The result of continuing at this reduced rate would be a delay in completion 
of the program until 1981 and a total cost of $636.3 million. In other words, the 
administration’s inadequate budget request last year has doubled the time it 
would take to do the job and nearly doubled the cost to the taxpayers. And 
this doesn’t even count the estimated $25 million a year in losses to livestock 
producers or the added public health dangers which can’t be calculated in dollar 
terms. 

This year I note that the administration’s budget proposal is again for only 
$15 million, or about a 10 percent further cutback in the schedule. Testimony 
presented to the Congress last year shows that there is grave doubt that under 
such a schedule complete eradication can ever be achieved. If we accept their 
recommendations for this further cutback, we will never get the job done—we 
will just go on spending money in an effort to stay even. 

Gentlemen, this administration’s blind concern with cutting expenditures 
regardless of vital national needs is indefensible. Its policy of short changing 
the brucellosis eradication campaign is inexcusably shortsighted. I hope that 
the members of this committee and the Members of Congress will exhibit a more 
sound and rational approach to this problem. There is a vital job to be done in 
this area. No one denies this. What sense, then, does it make to eut our in- 
vestment in the program to the point where it will cost us more money in the 
long run and not even do the job that is required? 

Again I urge you to report the pending measure favorably. Thank you. 


Mr. Jounson. The next witness is Mr. Gene Leach, of the Ameri- 
can Farm Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF GENE LEACH, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, | 
THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Leacu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. Ihave about a five-page statement here. I think I can read 
it faster than if I just commented off the cuff. 
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We appreciate the opportunity of presenting the views of Farm 
Bureau with respect to the State-Federal cooperative brucellosis 
eradication program. We strongly support House Joint Resolution 
619, providing a special emphasis on the need for increasing Fed- 
eral appropriations for brucellosis eradication work by authorizing 
an appropriation of $20 million in fiseal year 1960 and $22 million 
annually in each of the 5 succeeding years. 

We are very proud of the outstanding accomplishments being made 
toward eliminating brucellosis in the United States. According to 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 24 States have now been certi- 
fied as modified brucellosis free States. Livestock losses to producers 
as a result of brucellosis infection have been reduced from an esti- 
mated $100 million annually to less than $25 million annually. The 
number of humans suffering with undulant fever has been reduced 
from more than 5,000 individual cases in 1948 to less than 1,000 in 
1959. 

Even though tremendous progress has been made toward control- 
ling brucellosis, there still remains a great deal to be done before the 
State-Federal cooperative brucellosis program can be considered to 
have accomplished the purposes intended by the Congress when it es- 
tablished the accelerated program in fiscal year 1955. 

In order to fully understand what is needed to finish the job of 
controlling brucellosis in all States, we believe it is necessary to review 
the history of the accelerated program established in the fall of 
1954. 

The State-Federal brucellosis program was accelerated when $15 
million from CCC funds were made available in addition to the 
approximately $4 million in the budget to assist the States with brucel- 
losis eradication programs. In 1950, there were in the United States, 
432 counties designated as certified modified brucellosis free as com- 
pared to 334 such counties in 1954. 

The accelerated effort on the part of the Federal Government in pro- 
viding an additional $15 million for brucellosis work in 1955 stimu- 
lated a marked increase in State expenditures for brucellosis work in 
spite of the fact that State support for the program had greatly ex- 
ceeded Federal support during the previous years. 

During the period of 1955 through 1958, Federal expenditures for 
brucellosis eradication were increased from approximately $18 mil- 
lion to approximately $24 million. During this same period, State 
expenditures increased from approximately $8.5 million in 1954 to 
more than $16.5 million in 1958. We think it should be pointed out 
that with each round of increases in Federal expenditures, States also 
increased their rate of expenditures for brucellosis work. 

As a result of the aforementioned increased State and Federal ex- 
penditures, the brucellosis program was able to make outstanding 
progress. In fact, by the end of fiscal year 1958, 1,217 counties had 
been certified as modified certified brucellosis counties as compared 
to 334 such counties prior to the establishment of the accelerated pro- 
gram in 1955, 

Based upon the 1958 rate of progress, due largely to adequate State 
and Federal funds, it appeared that victory in the battle to obtain 
national modified certified status was not too many years away. In 
fact, the best informed sources on the subject were confident that all 
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States would be certified modified brucellosis free areas by not: later 
than 1965. 

In fiscal years 1959 and 1960, progress toward national modified cer- 
tified status was greatly c martailed due to significant reductions in Fed- 
eral appropriations. Federal appropriations were reduced from ap- 
proximately $24 million in 1958 to approximately $16.5 million in 
fiscal year 1960. 

State funds in fiscal 1959 were increased approximately $1 million 
above the 1958 level, but then, for fiscal year 1960, they were reduced 
slightly less than $3 million. Not only did State funds show the great- 
est increases during the same years that there were the greatest in- 
creases in Federal funds, but reductions in State funds also followed 
reductions in the rate of Federal support. We believe that this is 
very significant. 

In 1958, when both State and Federal funds were at a level ade- 
quate to finance an accelerated program, 490 counties were certified 
modified brucellosis free. In fiscal year 1960, with a significant reduc- 
tion in funds available to finance brucellosis work, only 350 counties 
are expected to reach certified modified free status. 

In reviewing the State-Federal cooperative brucellosis program at 
our most recent annual meeting, the voting delegates of member State 
farm bureaus adopted the following policy: 

Control and eradication of brucellosis has been an important part of farm 
bureau for more than a decade. 

Twenty-two States and Puerto Rico and more than 2,200 counties have been 
declared modified certified brucellosis areas. Indications are that all States 
can obtain this status within 2 or 3 years provided adequate State and Federal 
funds are made available. Cuts in State and Federal funds in the past year 
have retarded the program in some States. We urge that Farm Bureau con- 
tinue aggressive support of legislation to provide funds necessary for this im- 
portant work. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, in March 1959 reported to 
the House Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittee that— 

If the present rate of progress in eliminating brucellosis from cattle is main- 
tained, all States and territories should be qualified as modified certified 
brucellosis areas in 5 years. 

They also stated that— 

By continuing the eradication effort at its present level and maintaining current 
progress in reducing the number of infected animals, it is reasonable to believe 
that bovine brucellosis can be eradicated from the United States in 10 years. 

In the same report, the Department admitted the following with 
respect to the effects of a level of financial support lower than the 
1959 level: 

A reduced level of financial assistance, either State or Federal, would neces- 
sarily slow the rate of progress being made in reaching the immediate goal of 
modified certification and delay the achievement of complete eradication. 

On the question of the effect of a slowup would have in the total 
cost. of eradication, the Department comment was: 

It is a generally accepted fact that when a program has been launched to 
eradicate a disease or pest, the most rapid progress that can be made will gen- 
erally reduce the total cost of the program for eradication. 

In spite of the aforementioned report justifying financial support 
at least equal to the 1959 level, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s 
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budget for fiscal year 1960 called for $15 million. The Congress ap- 
propriated $161, million. 

Though the Congress did appropriate $114 million more than was 
requested by the U.S. Department of Agric altute for fiscal year 1960, 
the resulting Federal appropriation was almost $4 million soi than 
was available in the 1959 fiscal year. Coupled wtih the decrease in 
State funds of aebron Darel $3 million, we find an overall reduc- 
tion of approxiamtely 1714 percent in brucellosis funds for fiscal 
year L960. 

In requesting the reduced level of Federal support, arguments have 
been made by the U.S. Department of Agriculture that this would 
result in increases in State appropriations, thus permitting the over- 
all rate of funds for brucellosis to be maintained at the 1959 level. 
This contention has proved thus far to be wholly unfounded. As 
pointed out earlier, the record shows that State appropriations were 
highest when Federal] appropriations were highest. As the rate of 
Federal support was decreased, States likewise reduced their level 
of support. 

For fiscal year 1961, the U.S. Department of Agriculture has re- 
quested and the budget recommends $15 million for - brucellosis work. 
This is $114 million less than the inadequate amount appropriated in 
1960. 

We believe that if Federal appropriations were increased to the 
1959 level, it is reasonable to assume that State appropriations would 
be increased accordingly to permit the number of new counties being 
certified to return to the 1959 level. This would permit all counties 
to be certified modified free by 1965, with a total estimated State- 
Federal expenditure of approximately $191 million. This would 
require an increase of almost $6 million annually through fiscal year 
1965, or roughly $30 million. 

A continuation of the 1960 Federal appropriation, State appro- 
priation, and rate of new counties being certified will mean that na- 
tional certification status may not be reached until 1974. In effect, 
this means that it will take 15 years and an expenditure of more than 
$442 million to do a job which could be done in 5 years at. a total 
estimated cost of $191 million. 

Although it is more difficult. to project a date for reaching national 
eradication status, it is the opinion of many who are well informed 
on the brucellosis program that such status would be reached by 1970 
at a total estimated cost of $382 million if we returned to the 1959 
level of support. A continuation at the 1960 level could well mean 
that national eradication status would not be reached until 1981 and 
the total estimated cost could exceed $632 million. 

A stepped-up program of Federal assistance will not only result 
in an overall savings to the Federal and State Governments of more 
than $250 million, but will also mean a tremendous saving to live- 
stock producers, who are currently losing approximately $25 million 
annually as a result of brucellosis. 

The American Farm Bureau recommends passage of HL.J. Res. 619. 
We also suggest. that the House Agriculture Committee officially in- 
form the House Agriculture a Subcommittee of its 
findings and recommendations with respect to Federal appropriations 
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necessary to continue an accelerated State-Federal brucellosis pro- 


gram. 
(The charts submitted by Mr. Leach follow :) 
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FEDERAL-STATE 
BRUCELLOSIS ERADICATION PROGRAM 
PROJECTED STUDIES 
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Mr. Asernetuy. I do not think there is anybody here opposed to 
expansion of the program; expansion means additional dollars. 
r. Lzacu. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Asernetuy. I do not think there is anyone here opposed to 
the appropriation of additional dollars. Do we not already have 
ample appropriating authority ? 
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Mr. Leacu. Congressman Abernethy, let me explain the reason 
why the American Farm Bureau is here testifying on this resolution, 

Mr. Apernetuy. I know—well, all right, go ahead, 

Mr. Leacn. The authority exists. 

Mr. AserNetuy. That is right. 

Mr. Leacu. But the legislative committee, this committee, I be- 
lieve, and probably you were chairman at the time, I do not recall, 
established the accelerated effort. 

Mr. Asernetruy. That is right. 

Mr. Leacu. In the brucellosis program. 

Mr. Anerneruy. That is right. 

Mr. Leacn. And certainly it is the opinion of the members 

Mr. Anernerny. We took the extra money out of the capita] assets 
of the CCC and it was charged up to price supports. It had to be 
so charged but it was wrong. 

Mr. Leacnu. Yes, sir. The reason we are here is due to the cut- 
back in funds and reduction in the progress being made toward ac- 
complishing the goal of eradicating brucellosis in the United States. 
We believe the brucellosis program once agen deserves the review 
of the legislative body. This is the reason we are so appreciative of 
this committee holding hearings on the resolution. 

Mr. Apernetuy. You do agree with me, do you not, that reporting 
this bill would not add anything to the already established author- 
ity toappropriate money for this purpose ? 

Mr. Leacu. I think it will, sir. 

Mr. Apernetuy. Well, why ‘ 

Mr. Leacu. I respectfully disagree with you. 

Mr. Aperneruy. Why‘ 

Mr. Leacu. We cannot condemn or criticize the Appropriations 
(committee. 

Mr. Anerneruy. I am not condemning or criticizing the Appropri- 
ations Committee, and I do not mean to infer that at all. But the 
authority now exists for the Bureau of the Budget to approve or for 
the Appropriations Committee to appropriate every dollar or sum of 
ioney equivalent to every dollar included in the bill before the com- 
mittee, does it not ? 

Mr. Leacn. That is right, sir, and the only reason why 

Mr. Anerneruy. Let us suppose we report this bill out favorably 
and it is reported out of the full committee favorably and we take 
it to the floor of the House of Repre esent: ting and somebody Says, 
“Well, that is already the law.” That would be an accur ate state- 
ment, would it not ? 

Mr. Leacn. Well, it would be the law, sir, as far as the authority of 
the Appropriations Committee, but as far as the intent, I think, of 
the Congress in establishing this program, that being to eradicate 
brucellosis, I think that many Members of the House and the Senate 
would like to know that maybe we are going to spend $200 million 
unnecessarily and take 15 years longer to get a job done. 

Mr. Aserneruy. But the passage of this bill, though, will not add 
one single dollar to the pending appropriations bill. 

Mr. Leacu. Well, no, sir: not directly, but we think the emphasis 
and importance attached to the recommendations of this committee 
will have significant effect upon the decision finally reached by the 
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Appropr iations Committee as to how much money they recommend 
the Congress appropriate for the brucellosis program. 

Mr. Apernetity. Then I understand what the objective is. 

Mr. Leacn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anernetity. | see what your objective is. 

Now, the Appropriations Committee is going to have to put. itself— 
and I am not opposed to that—in position of going beyond the 
budget recommendations to make this money available. 

Mr. Leacu. Yes, sir. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Leacu. Mr. Chairman, on this particular point that Congress- 
man Abernethy raised, certainly it is a very significant point. The 
USDA and Budget recommended to the Appropri ations Commit- 
tee reductions in brucellosis appropriations for fiscal years 1959 and 
1960. The committee appropriates the amount requested by the 
USDA and recommended by the Budget Bureau for fiscal year 1959. 
However, for fiseal year 1960 the committee recommended $1.25 mil- 
lion more than was requested for fiscal year 1960. The Appropri- 
ations Committee we believe will recommend to the C ongress increased 
appropriations for brucellosis if the Agriculture C ommittee informs 
the Appropriations Committee of the facts with respect to the ill- 
advised recommendations of the USDA and the Budget. 

Mr. AnerNetTHy. You know, I have never been influenc ‘ed by Budget 
recommendations. It does not mean much to me what Budget recom- 
mends. I make up my own mind, 

Mr. Leacu. We believe the request of the USDA and the Budget 
Bureau with respect to brucellosis appropriations, to say the least, Is 
very ill advised. 

Mr. Hagen. Has the Appropriations Committee made up its mind 
on this yet ? 

Mr. Leacu. No, sir. 

Mr. Hagen. They have not had meetings on it yet / 

Mr. Jounson. If I understand you correctly, is it your opinion if 
the House Committee on Agriculture reports this out, we may have 
some influence with the House Agricultural Appropriations Subcom- 
mittee / 

Mr. Leacu. I certainly think this much of your importance, Con- 
gressman Johnson, other than Farm Bureau recommending the pas- 
sage of the resolution, we have also gone a step further in making 
another recommendation that we consider to be of equal importance, 
and it relates to a recommendation from the House Agriculture Com- 
mittee to the House Agricultural Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Mr. Averneruy. I think that would be sound, in my judgment. 

Mr. Leacn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anernetiry. I do not think it would be sound to report out a 
bill that is already the law. 

Mr. Leacu. Well, sir, as I said before 

Mr. Anerneruy. Unless we just want to show we are doing some- 
thing. 

Mr. Leacn. As I said before, our thinking on the matter was that 
this program has bogged down so that we thought it deserved a 
review of the Agric ulture C ommittee. When you consider how much 
money will be spent unnecessarily, it should be reviewed. 
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This is the opinion of the Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Hagen. Your plan is to appear before the Appropriations 
Committee ? 

Mr. Leacn. Yes, sir; we will, Congressman Hagen. 

Mr. Jounson. You said something to the e lect that you prepared 
aresolution,also. Is it in your statement ¢ 

Mr. Leacu. No, sir; we have not prepared a resolution as far as 
recommendations from the Agriculture Committee to the Agricultural 
Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Mr. Jounson. Would you leave that resolution with the clerk be- 
fore you leave? 

Mr. Leacn. I have not drawn any such resolution, sir, but I would 
be happy to work with the staff of the committee any way that would 
be helpful. 

Mr. Jonnson. Okay. If there is no objection. 

Mr. Hagen. I want to ask a question. You mentioned the drop in 
human incidence of undulant fever. 

Mr. Leacnu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hacer. From 5.000 cases in 1948 to 1,000 in 1959. 

Mr. Leacn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hagen. Of this number in 1959, were these people who could 
be identified as consumers or were they people working in the business 
of killing cattle? 

Mr. Leacu. I do not have any knowledge that there was any record 
made of such identification of persons having undulant fever. 

Mr. Hacen. Maybe Dr. Clarkson can answer that. This incidence 
of disease in humans—are the victims—people who work with cattle 
or consumers of milk and/or meat ? 

Dr. Van Houwetinea. Dr. Clarkson had to return to the office. | 
was with him. I do not believe as he was answering the question; I 
do not believe it has ever been established what occupat ion the people 
were in who had the disease. The general statement had been made 
that the incidence of disease in people is the highest among two or 
three classes—farmers handling livestock, workers in packinghouses, 
and practicing veterinarians who are constantly in contact with these 
animals. I think those are the categories of human cases that most 
frequently occur. 

Mr. Hagen. The point I was going to lead up to is, Who was the 
principal? What group are the principal beneficiaries of this pro- 
gram—the consuming public or the people in the cattle business? 

Mr. Leacn. It is our opinion that it is a mutual benefit program, 
that certainly it is in the best interest of the general citizenry that we 
eliminate this critical disease from the livestock so that the humans 
would not have an opportunity to cont: “ it; and, naturally, it is a 
tremendous advantage to the producer. As I pointed out in my state- 
ment, we were losing $100 million and we aa are losing $25 million a 
vear asa result of brucellosis-infected livestock. 

Mr. Hacen. The animal just cies / 

Mr. Leacu. The loss results from stillborn calves. Producers also 
are required to sell for slaughter infected animals. This, in many 
instances, results in a serious Joss since such animals seldom bring 
a price equal to the amount invested in them. 
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Mr. Jounson. I want to thank you, Mr. Leach, for the fine state- 


ment. 
I think we have one witness left. I do not believe you have a pre- 
pared statement—or have you? 


STATEMENT OF REUBEN JOHNSON, REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Reusen Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared 
statement. I would like to be very brief in the comments I have. 

Mr. JonNxson. We will be glad to hear you: The committee would 
be very appreciative. 

Mr. Revsen Jounson. Thank you. The National Farmers Union 
fully supports the objectives of Resolutions 619, 641, and 642 intro- 
duced by Congressman McSween, Congresswoman Pp fost, and Con- 
gressman Hee ‘hler, respectively, and we would like to urge the sub- 
committee to favor ably report the bill in order that there will be a 
restatement of the sentiment which the Congress of the United States 
expressed during the 88d and 84th Congresses. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I should like to ask that the 
comments that Senator Aiken made on Februar v 11, 1960, with regard 
to the brucellosis program be inserted in the record, if no one “else 
has asked that this be put in. 

Mr. Jounson. Nobody has. Is there any objection? If not, 
will be inserted at this point. 

(The comments by Senator Aiken referred to above follow: 


From the Congressional Record, Feb. 11, 1960] 


PENNY WISDOM AND POUND FOOLISHNESS IN THE BRUCELLOSIS ERADICATION 
PROGRAM 


Mr. A1KeN. Mr. President, I wish to speak this morning briefly about a matter 
which concerns the shortsightedness of some of our Government operations. I 
refer specifically to the program for the eradication of brucellosis. We have in 
this instance a striking example of penny wisdom and pound foolishness. 

Cutbacks in the 1960 fiscal year operations in the brucellosis eradication pro- 
gram because of decreased Federal and State funds are being felt. 

Deceleration of the program this year, following the requested reductions in 
Federal funds by the USDA for the 1960 fiscal vear, is being reflected in a slow- 
down of progress and a decrease in momentum. 

If permitted to continue this decreased level of eradication aetivity will not 
only postpone the day when the Nation could be free of brucellosis, but will 
require the expenditure of much larger sums of money, Federal and State, than 
would be necessary under an accelerated eradication program at the 1959 fiscal 
year level of support. 

In March 1959, the U.S. Department of Agriculture reported to the subcommit- 
tee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives—page 830, in 
part 2 of the hearings—that: 

“If the present rate of progress in eliminating brucellosis from cattle is main- 
tained, all States and territories should be qualified as modified certified brucel- 
losis areas in 5 years. This designation means that animal infection does not 
exceed 1 percent and herd infection does not exceed 5 percent. In those States 
where the modified, certified status has been attained, efforts are being directed 
toward the elimination of remaining centers of infection. The rapidity with 
which complete eradication of brucellosis can be accomplished will depend upon 
the energy put into the program. By continuing the eradication effort at its 
present level and maintaining current progress in reducing the number of 
infected animals, it is reasonable to believe that bovine brucellosis can be eradi- 


cated from the United States in 10 years.” 
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In this same report, the USDA reported that the agency within the Depart- 
ment—Agricultural Research Service—responsible for program administration, 
had requested $20,556,800 for fiscal year 1960 as the amount necessary to main- 
tain the program at a level to accomplish eradication by 1969-70. 

The Department's budget, which later came before the Appropriations Com- 
mittees, called for $15 million. This cutback, I am sure, was made under the 
direction of the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee did not believe the $15 million would be 
adequate, and made the appropriation $17’ million. In conference with the 
House the figure was cut to $16.25 million. Within 30 days after Congress 
adjourned it appeared that the Department of Agriculture would be short at 
least $5 million for carrying on the brucellosis eradication program. 

At the same time that the representatives of the Department testified before 
the House of Representatives, they also testified on the effects of a level of 
financial support lower than that in 1959, and the U.S. Department of Agricul- 
ture stated: 

“Over the past 5 years, the program has developed considerable momentum as 
a result of strong industry support. With current State and Federal financing, 
it has been possible to conduct program activities at a level which has nearly 
equaled the demands of the industry. Good progress has been made in reducing 
the incidence of the disease in most States to a relatively low point. This has 
resulted in several States and many counties qualifying as modified certified 
brucellosis areas. In these areas, work is now being directed toward final eradi- 
cation of brucellosis. Additional States and areas are rapidly approaching the 
modified certified status. A reduced level of financial assistance either State 
or Federal, would necessarily slow the rate of progress being made in reaching 
the immediate goal of modified certification and delay the achievement of 
complete eradication. 

On the basis of the Department’s statements projecting the time required for 
attaining a modified free status nationwide and a complete eradication status 
nationwide, we can estimate in dollars the total cost of an accelerated program 
at the 1959 level and the total cost of a program under the presently decelerated 
rate.” 

On the question of the effect a slowup would have on total cost of eradication, 
the Department had this to say: 

“It is a generally accepted fact that when a program has been launched to 
eradicate a disease or pest, the most rapid progress that can be made will gen- 
erally reduce the total cost of the program for eradication.” 

From these statements, it is clear that had we been able to maintain the level 
of support for this program at the 1959 level, we would achieve eradication 
sooner and at a lower overall cost than if we follow the present course of lower 
support, which the Department of Agriculture evidently was required to 
recommend. 

On the basis of the Department’s statements projecting the time required 
for attaining a modified free status nationwide and a complete eradication 
status nationwide, we can estimate in dollars the total cost of an accelerated 
program at the 1959 level and the total cost of a program under the presently 
decelerated rate. 

Had we proceeded with the program under the projected estimated cost at 
the 1959 level of Federal and State support, it would have required the 
following: 

“To achieve modified certified status—6 vears (1965), $223,768,866. 

“To achieve complete eradication—5 years after 1965 (1970), $149,179,245.” 

The total cost would have been $372,948,111 to completely eradicate from the 
United States by 1970 bovine tuberculosis, or undulent fever, as it is known in 
humans. But we cut back this program. And now the projected estimated cost, 
at the rate at which we are proceeding at present is as follows: 


Projected estimated cost at 1960 level of Federal and State support 


To achieve modified certified status, 15 years instead of 5 years 





(TiO) .1.<s a Ra ata $454, 525, 470 
To achieve complete eradication, 6 years, after 1975 (1981) 181, 810, 188 
Total cost to achieve eradication by 19S] 636, 335, 658 


From these projections, it can be concluded that it will cost 103 percent more 
to achieve a modified certified free status in the United States at the current 
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slowed-down rate than if we continued the program at the accelerated level 
of 1959. 

Similarly, there would be a 70 percent additional cost to eradicate completely 
if we continue at the current rate than if we returned to and continued at the 
1959 level. f 

In summary, unless operations under the accelerated brucellosis eradication 
program can be restored to the 1959 level, it will cost an additional 71 percent 
to accomplish the objectives of the program. 

In addition to this argument in support of the premise that it will be less 
costly to eradicate brucellosis in the United States by restoring the 1959 level 
of support, there are the following considerations : 

First. The sooner this disease is eradicated, the sooner will producers be free 
of the annual financial loss due to this disease—approximately $25 million per 
year. 

Second. Early eradication is in the interest of public health. 

Mr. President, I think this has been one of the prize examples which we have 
had of penny wisdom and pound foolishness, because in order to save $5 million 
a year over the next 5 years we are going to have an additional total cost of the 
difference between $636 million and $372 million. If that is not an example of 
poor planning and wasteful use of public funds, then I do not know what is. 

I hope that the Appropriations Committees of the House and Senate will 
insist that this program go forward at a speed which will save our country be- 
tween $200 million and $300 million in eradicating this disease. 


Mr. Revnen Jounson. That concludes my statement, Mr. Chair- 
man. 
Mr. Jonnson. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF J. A. McCALLAM, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McCautiam. J. A. MeCallam, Washington representative of 
the American Veterinary Medical Association. 

I have a question, Mr. Chairman. Our executive board met. last 
Friday and Saturday, and they intend to communicate with the com- 
mittee by telegram or letter pertaining to this legislation and would 
we have 2 days to have it in the record, sir / 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. If there is no objection, it will be so inserted. 

(The telegram or letter to be furnished by the American Veteri- 
nary Medical Association follows :) 

CuHIcaco, ILu., March 8, 1960, 
Hon. Lester R. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Dairy and Poultry, 
House Committee on Agriculture, Washington, D.C.: 

The American Veterinary Medical Association wishes to support objective 
House Joint Resolutions 641 and 619 to provide adequate Federal funds for 
brucellosis eradication beginning with fiscal year 1961. Reduction Federal 
appropriation below 1959 level has seriously curtailed program and if continued 
will cost more because of longer time required to achieve nationwide certification. 

H. E. KINGMAN, Jr., 
imerican Veterinary Medical Association. 


(The letters referred to by Mr. Johnson at the commencement of 
the hearing are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WARNE, DIRECTOR OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OI 
AGRICULTURE, SACRAMENTO, CALIF., REGARDING NEED OF ADDITIONAL FEDERAI 
Funps To PermMiIr CONTINUED PROGRESS IN THE FEDERAL-STATE COOPERATIVE 
PrRoGRAM TO CONTROL AND ERADICATE BRUCELLOSIS AMONG CALIFORNIA CATTLE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am William E. Warne, of 
Sacramento, Calif. I am director of the California Department of Agriculture. 

My statement today is in support of the appropriation of additional Federal 
funds to permit completion of our very important Federal-State campaign to 
control and eventually eliminate brucellosis from our cattle herds. 





46 BRUCELLOSIS ERADICATION 


INTRODUCTION 


Brucellosis eradication in the United States is the goal of both the Federal 
Government and the respective State departments of agriculture. 

The problem has been attacked cooperatively, financing being undertaken on 
a joint basis. 

Many States have been declared relatively free of the disease, which affects 
the health of man and animals. 

Work has progressed well in California under both a State-financed calf vac. 
cination program and the cooperative program of the California Department of 
Agriculture and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

A cut in Federal funds greatly retarded planned progress in California in the 
fiscal year 1960. Further reductions planned for the next fiscal vear will have 
an added slowing effect unless the Federal Government provides the money 
virtually promised on a matching basis when the Federal-State testing started 
in California. 

It is in the National and State interest that the brucellosis campaign be 
pushed to completion. 

Apathy and complacency must not be allowed to deter fulfillment of. this 
great eradication prograin. 

There must be no letup in the program until every county in every State has 
been certified. After certification, constant vigilance will be necessary to prevent 
the disease from again getting a foothold in our cattle. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


In 1948, California started its program to control and eventually eradicate 
brucellosis in cattle. We began with a calf vaccination program and for several 
years the cost was borne entirely by the State. This program is still in effect 
and about $400,000 per year is being spent by the State of California on this 
effort. 

3eginning January 1, 1955, the U.S. Department of Agriculture began sharing 
in the cost of vaccinating calves by reimbursing contract veterinarians for all 
lots of five calves or less. This was an effort to stimulate complete coverage 
of all eligible calves. Federal money spent for brucellosis control in California 
during the fiscal year 1956 was $117,436, as compared to $35,308 in State funds. 
Prior to inauguration of the calf vaccination program, surveys indicated that 
brucellosis infection in California dairy cattle was approximately 17 percent, 
and 8 percent in beef cattle. 

When California entered the nationwide Federal-State cooperative eradication 
program in 1957, the incidence of brucellosis in dairy cattle had been reduced to 
between 1 and 2 percent, and to less than 1 percent in beef cattle, with an overall 
infection rate of 1 percent. In other words, the funds spent by the State of 
California since 1948 and those spent by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
since January 1, 1955, for calf vaccination, have been responsible for greatly 
reducing the brucellosis infection in California. This fact is important when 
evaluating the cost of the overall program to its completion. 

California entered the Federal-State eradication program in September 1957, 
with assurance from U.S. Department of Agriculture officials that adequate 
Federal funds would be provided to carry on the program. Our goal was to 
certify the entire State by January 1, 1960. 

We had hoped to start work on January 1, 1960, in the five remaining California 
counties in which the program had not been undertaken. There was a curtail- 
ment of Federal funds to California in the amount of about 10 percent under 
the amount estimated as necessary to carry on the program started during the 
1959 fiscal year. This reduction seriously slowed work in the central California 
counties. 

California spent $917,927, and the Federal Government $711,300, on this 
program during the 1959 fiscal year. 

The State of California has appropriated $1,049,318 for the 1959-60 fiscal year, 
and for the 1960-61 fiscal vear it has budgeted $1,168,815, a strong indication 
that California is prepared to undertake, and continue, its full financial re- 
sponsibility in this program. 

The dairy and beef cattle industries in the State of California are concerned 
at this point and hope that the progress made during the past 214 years shall 
not be slowed down by lack of Federal funds, which would result in a loss 
of ground in our fight to eradicate this disease 
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During the 1960 fiscal year, our department was notified that the Federal 
allotment to California was $649,016—$62,284 less than the Federal expendi- 
ture in this State for the preceding fiscal year, and $212,000 less than was 
estimated to be necessary to carry on our program. 

As a result of the curtailment in Federal funds on October 1, 1959, it was 
necessary to discontinue testing underway in seven counties and to abandon 
plans to start the program on January 1, 1960, in the five remaining counties. 

Some 24 States, including the major dairy States, are now brucellosis certified 
areas. All of California’s neighboring States are certified areas. The status 
of the national program in most of the country is such that curtailment of 
Federal funds might conceivably be expected in some areas, but not in California. 
We did not enter the eradication program until 1957 and, therefore, we are on 
an expanding program in contrast to many other States. The present Federal 
curtailment of funds, if not corrected, probably will delay certification of our 
State for approximately 2 years. 

On January 8, 1960, we were granted an additional allotment of $50,000: 


Fiscal year 1960; 


Previous allotinent__~ $649, 016 
Allotted Jan. 8, 1960 Jtoazanl x 50, 000 
Total . saad, tedcktitiv OER 


The addition of $50,000 to our allotment, plus $15,000 savings we estimate will 
be made within the State, will enable us to resume testing in Fresno, Kings. 
Tulare, Kern, and Santa Barbara Counties and start new testing in San Luis 
Obispo, Ventura, and Imperial Counties. 

Unless some additional allotment is made, we will be unable to start testing 
in Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego Counties 
until an indefinite date. If we started the work in these counties now, we would 
need $23,000 in Federal funds for the remainder of the 1960 fiscal year. 

Our greatest concern at the present time, however, is the allotment for the 
fiscal year 1961. As mentioned previously, California is budgeting $1,168,815 
for the next fiscal year, or $119,497 more than for the current year. We esti- 
mate that $877,220 in Federal funds will be necessary to carry on the program 
in California during the 1961 fiscal year. 

Qn February 1, 1960, we were notified that the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture budget for the 1960-61 fiscal year for brucellosis control was set at 
$15,477.000, and that this amount probably would only maintain the program 
at the present level, with limited extension into new areas. Furthermore, this 
budgeted amount is 81,160,100 less than the amount authorized for the 1959-60 
fiscal year. This means to us that the allotment to California for the 1960-61 
fiscal year would be about the same as for this year, or $178,200 Cabout 20 
percent) less than will be necessary. 

After the entire State has been tested once we could expect a reduction in 
funds. Though 29 of the 58 counties in California have been declared modified 
certified brucellosis areas, and 7 additional counties should be certified soon, 
we will still have about 52 percent of our cattle population in counties not 
certified as of July 1, 1960. 

The suspension of the work in several counties last October disturbed the con- 
fidence of cattlemen, veterinarians and others in the continuity of the program. 
This deferment also made it impossible to start testing in southern California 
counties on January 1, 1960, as requested by the industry. 

Economically, there are several reasons why we should be on a vigorous pro- 
gram designed to complete the mission as quickly as possible, rather than to 
experience a delaying program of interruption and piecemeal allotment of Fed- 
eral funds. Some of the economic reasons for continued testing are 

1. Beef cattlemen are faced with Federal regulations when moving cattle 
interstate. 

2. California dairymen are required to comply with the United States 
Public Health Code and State regulations for shipment of milk into neigh- 
boring States. These regulations require freedom of cattle from brucellosis. 

We, therefore, urge the Congress of the United States to appropriate sufficient 
additional funds to finance adequately the brucellosis eradication program in 
the fiscal year 1961, and to assure that adequate funds are provided in the suc 
ceeding years to enable the State of California to proceed with the program in a 
progressive and orderly manner, as was contemplated when the accelerated pro- 
sram was originally presented to the State by the Federal Government. 
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Marcu 2, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Dairy and Poultry, Committee on Agriculture, House 
of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Drak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Jack M. Cornelius, Jr.. president of the Oklahoma 
State Board of Agriculture, who resides in the district which I represent jin 
Congress, has contacted me on numerous occasions urging legislation providing 
more funds for the brucellosis eradication program, 

Since I am aware of the tremendous need for a continuation of the accelerated 
program begun some 5 years ago, I join Mr. Cornelius and the Oklahoma State 
Board of Agriculture in urging favorable consideration of House Joint Resoluy- 
tion 619 by vour distinguished subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARL ALBERT, 
Wember of Congress, Third District, Oklahoma. 


NATIONAL GRANGE, 
Washington, D.C., March 4, 1960, 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Dairying, 
House Committee on Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON: To encourage increased efficiency in Govern. 
ment operations has long been an objective of the Grange. We are in accord 
with the objectives of those seeking a balanced Federal budget. 

It is evident, however, that in their zeal for attaining these goals, some are 
recommending action which would defeat the very objectives sought. 

It is our conviciton that this is true in regard to reduced appropriations for 
the brucellosis eradication program. 

A study of past achievements in the brucellosis eradication program Clearly 
reveals a direct correlation between the availability of adequate Federal funds 
and progress toward objectives sought. Thus, failure to provide adequate funds 
will prolong the program several years and increase, instead of decrease, the 
cost of attaining these objectives. 

Also to be considered by those with an interest in the economic welfare of 
producers is the fact that brucellosis is costing dairymen and beef cattle pro- 
ducers several million dollars annually. Inadequate funds will prolong these 
losses and further depress net farm income. 

For these and other reasons we strongly recommend the approval of House 
Joint Resolution 619 by your subcommittee, the Committee on Agriculture, and 
by the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
HerscHetL DD. Newsom, Jaster, 


Borse. Ipano, Vareh 1, 1969, 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
sgrucellosis legislation House Joint Resolution 619 asking for adequate 
brucellosis appropriations will have a hearing on March 7. The Idaho Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and State bureau of animal industry approves of this or 
similar legislation which has also been endorsed by resolution by Idaho Cattle 
men’s Association, Idaho Dairymen’s Association, Idaho State Grange, Idaho 
Stute Farm Bureau organization and other minor interested agencies. Your 
favorable support of this type of legislation is greatly needed by the livestock 
owners of this and other States. 
Dr. A. P. SCHNEIDER, 
Tdaho State Veterinarian. 


BATon RovuGe, La., Wareh 11, 1969. 
Hon. Epwtn WILL Is, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
The livestock sanitary board, at its meeting today, unanimously voted ap- 
proval of House Joint Resolution 619 and T was directed to inform you of this 
endorsement and to solicit your active support of this resolution. Because of the 
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prevalence of the disease in Louisiana, the State stands to gain proportionately 
more if the resolution is passed and, by the same token, would lose more if 
it is defeated. ; 
F. B. WHEELER, 
DVM State Veterinarian. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 3, 1960. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Dairy and Poultry, 
House Agriculture Committee. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am forwarding for your consideration a telegram from 
Mr. Jack M. Cornelius, Jr., president of the Oklahoma State Board of Agricul- 
ture, in behalf of House Joint Resolution 619, on which I understand your sub- 
committee will hold a hearing March 7. 

lam certain the Oklahoma Board of Agriculture will welcome any considera- 
tion that can be given to the proposal. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
TOM STEED, Member of Congress. 


OKLAHOMA City, OKLA., March 2, 1960. 
Hon. TOM STEED, 
Member of Congress, Fourth District of Oklahoma, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Brucellosis legislation, House Joint Resolution 619, asking for S20 million for 
year ending June 30, 1960, and $22 million for next 4 fiscal years will have hearing 
Marech7. Would appreciate any help you can lend. 

JACK M. CORNELIUS, Jr., 
President, Oklahoma State Board of Agriculture. 


AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION, 
Denver, Colo., March 2, 1960. 
House COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE. 

GENTLEMEN: The following resolution was passed at the 63d annual conven- 
tion of the American National Cattlemen’s Association held January 27-380 in 
Dallas, Tex. m 

RESOLUTION NO. 10 BRUCELLOSIS 


Whereas the special committee appointed pursuant to resolution No. 24 adopted 
at our convention in 1959 made considerable progress toward a practical brucel- 
lusis control and eradication program ; and 

Whereas we still believe in the practicality of official calfhood vaccination as 
an alternate method for recertification and believe that proof of official vaccina- 
tion should be sufficient for interstate shipment of beef-type cattle: Therefore 
be it 

Resolved, That we ask the president of the American National Cattlemen’s 
Association to appoint a special committee made up of men selected from nomi- 
nees in the interested States to continue the work necessary to implement resolu- 
tion No. 24 of 1959; and be it further 

Resolved, That we urgently request the various States to permit free movement 
Without further test of cattle from nonquarantined herds across State lines 
When such cattle originate in moditied certified brucellosis-free areas; and be it 
further 

Kesolved, That we request the U.S. Department of Agriculture veterinarians 
to give proper consideration to the immediate problems in individual States in 
the control and eradication program and fully cooperate with individual cattle- 
men; and be it further 

Resolved, That adequate funds be provided by Congress for the above program. 

Although the association has not completely endorsed all the mechanics of 
the current brucellosis eradication program, we do recognize the need to keep 
the program going. A letup at this point would jeopardize the work already done. 
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The American National Cattlemen's Association therefore endorses Hous 
: d atl Ses ise Jo 
Resolution 619. int 
Cordially, 
©. W. McMILLAN, Lvecutive Vice President 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 3, 1960. 


To: Hon. Lester R. Johnson, Chairman, Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee, House 
Agriculture Committee, U.S. House of Representatives. 

From: Representative Harley O. Staggers, Second District, West Virginia. 

Subject: Continuation of the brucellosis eradication program. 

As Representative of the Second District of West Virginia, and personally, ] 
trust your committee may see fit to favorably report out House Joint Resolution 
619. I feel this legislation, providing Federal support to complete nationwide 
certification and proceed toward the eradication of brucellosis eradication pro- 
gram, is desperately needed. 

This program is of utmost importance in keeping up the health standards of 
our Nation. We certainly can afford, I believe, to expend Federal funds to 
cooperate with the States in the brucellosis eradication program. 

I can speak from personal experience since I live on a farm in West Virginia 
und have benefited by the fact that our State has compulsory brucellosis testing, 
This program has been of much help to the welfare of the citizens in our State 
of West Virginia, and I believe it should be mandatory nationwide. 

In the wisdom of your committee, I hope you will see fit to favorably consider 
House Joint Resolution 619. I believe the Federal Government has a moral 
obligation in continuing its participation in the cooperative State-Federal 
brucellosis eradication program. 

It would be deeply appreciated if you could make this statement a part of the 
committee record. 

Respectfully submitted. 

HARLEY O. STAGGERS. 


LOUISIANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, INC., 
Baton Rouge, La., March 1, 1960. 
Congressman Ep WILLIs, 
U.S. Congressional Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Ep: House Joint Resolution 619 calls for a policy statement by the 
Congress regarding its intent to provide adequate funds over the next 5 years 
for brucellosis control. Since this resolution will be heard before the Dairy 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Agriculture on March 7, we sincerely 
plead for your assistance and support in establishing a constructvie and effective 
policy that would take into consideration the following : 

There is every evidence that an accelerated program appropriating approxi- 
mately $22 million annually during this time would conceivably eradicate 
brucellosis at the lowest total cost if we are to judge from past results. 

In studying the expenditures at the State and National level during the past 
5 years, it is evident that there is a close correlation with eradication and funds 
expended to bring about eradication. This is borne out in the fact that during 
this period when we were spending an average of approximately $21.7 million of 
Federal and $15.3 million of State funds annually, the number of certified 
brucellosis-free counties and parishes jumped from near 300 to more than 1,600. 
By comparison we spent an average of $10.1 million annually of State and Federal 
funds combined during the previous 5-year period and obtained only 334 counties 
and parishes certified as brucellosis free. This data seems to strongly emphasize 
the need for adequate funds if a total job will be done. The cut in Federal funds 
in 1960 will result in less State funds and a slowing down of certified areas. 

It seems clear that we can take one of two courses 

(1) Slow down the program by a continuous decrease in Federal and 
State funds needed to do an adequate eradication job, and thereby adopt an 
attitude that we can live with brucellosis, or 

(2) Provide adequate Federal and State funds to get maximum eradica- 
tion in a clearly defined manner in the shortest practical period of time. 

Louisiana has been branded as a “hot” area in relationship to other livestock 
producing areas. We have come a long way in a short period of time. The 
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economic welfare of livestock production is involved but so is the general welfare 
of this agricultural State. 

As we review the progress and reflect on future needs, we are reminded of 
your understanding and past efforts in this regard. Please be assured that we 
would be appreciative of your all-out support of this effective program. 

Yours very truly, 
L. L. LOVELL, President. 


Prospect, Ky., Warch 23, 1960. 
Representative FRANK A. STUBBLEFIELD, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DraR CONGRESSMAN STUBBLEFIELD: As chairman of the Kentucky State 
Brucellosis Committee, 1 am writing you concerning the status of the Federal 
appropriation for brucellosis eradication work during the coming year. 

Our committee, Which is composed of representatives of the various agricul- 
tural organizations and the agencies concerned with the health and welfare of, 
not only the citizens of the State, but our livestock as well, met today to review 
our progress to date. 

We feel that Kentucky haus made great strides in this field during the past 3 
years, moving from a point of having only one county bearing the status of 
modified-certified brucellosis-free area, to the point where now we not only have 
34 counties which have reached this status, but 2 counties who have been certi- 
fied as having the testing completed. There are 23 counties in the testing phase 
of the program, 17 counties which have completed petitioning and are awaiting 
the availability of funds to start the testing program, and 20 additional counties 
which are in the process of securing petitions to be put on the program. This 
brings us to the total of 96 counties which are actively engaged in some phase 
of the eradication program. In addition to this, approximately 10 more counties 
are in the process of forming committees in order that they may start their 
petitioning phase. 

This year our own general assembly has made a direct appropriation of 
$600,000 for each of the next 2 years for carrying on this work. It was the 
hope of our committee that, with the continuation of funds from the Federal 
Government at the 1959 level, we would be able to complete the work in Ken- 
tucky during the next 4 years. However, we understand that the present pro- 
posed budget ineludes only $15 million for the coming year. It will mean that 
instead of being able to complete the program in the State during the next 4 
years, it could possibly set our program back to the point that it would take 8 
to10 years. We also realize that the longer we keep the seed for new infection, 
the greater will be the overall costs. It was the general feeling of the committee 
that if the budget were increased to $22 million, our job could be accomplished 
by 1964. - 

We urge you to work for a $22 million appropriation for the brucellosis 
eradication program. 

Yours very truly, 
ERNEST HARRIS, 
Chairman, Kentucky State Brucellosis Committee. 


KENTUCKY FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Louisville, Ky., March 23, 1960. 
Representative FRANK A. STUBBLEFIELD, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN STUBBLEFIELD: We are disturbed that the proposed budget 
for the next fiscal year includes only $15 million for brucellosis control work. 
This is less than the amount included in this year’s budget, and more than $5 
million less than appropriated for the fiscal year 1958-59. We know now by 
experience that the reduction we received this year is greatly hampering the 
brucellosis control work here in Kentucky, and to take another reduction would 
hurt us even more. We would appreciate any help you can give in getting this 
appropriation increased, at least to $20 million. 

It is anticipated by July 1 of this year that one-third of Kentucky’s counties 
Will have been certified as brucellosis-free counties, and I understand, as of this 
date, a total of 96 counties in Kentucky are engaged in some phase of this 
control program. This year, our own general assembly appropriated $1,200,000 
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for the next 2 years, which is the largest direct appropriation in the history of 
the State since none of this is tied up in a contingency fund. q 

We are heartily in favor of economy in government, but we believe that to 
reduce Federal participation in this program at this time and at this stage of 
the game will not result in less cost but merely extend the date when we can 
rid our country of this menacing disease. ‘This, in the long run, would be much 
more expensive to the Federal and State Governments, 

We know of your keen interest and help in this matter in the years past, and 
urge you to do whatever is in your power to see that this appropriation is in- 
creased in order that we may proceed in this program at an accelerated rate in 
Kentucky. 

Yours very truly, 
Kk. W. Keser, Legislative Director. 


Mr. Jounson. The committee is adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 4:50 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.) 








